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~
" Prov ing’ educational htles in remote an sbarsely populated rural areas has been a

problem for” the State o ueens!anM he introduction of ‘a policy to provide
free, non-compulsory pre-sc ‘col education “the! establishment of the Pre-School
Correspondence Program (P.S.C.P.) wgs a substantial dtteropt to meet the needs of
ore-5chool children in these country areas. Details of the eligibility of “students and
enrolment figures are prowded by Asnb McGaw and Grant (1975)

The program was offered for the first nme 1974 with parents rLcewmg a resource/

guide book and an_equipment kit for suggested ctw;tles and 3 regular sequence of
program segments, .o\nsrstmg of discussion toprCs g ets to read, to the chn]d and ~
pre-recorded tapes wuth songs and stories. A "descrlptro the rogram is provided m
Ashby, McGaw and Perr\y (1975).

The Pre-School Correspondénce\PFrogram aims to assist each cﬁﬁd\to develop his full =
potential by providing a range o earning activiies and experiences of interest to

children. In such a program an essentlat wle is played by the parent, usually the mother,
_as 'teacher’ of her pre-school child. The pae iew of the program a er interagtions,
by letter and tape, with the teacher are likely ts\be very mtportant factors‘?n\m\e
successful implementation of .the program. A detailed analysrs of the interactions between
the teacher and the parent and child is glveh in McGa y and Perry {1975), .and -
an analysis of parent’s perceptions and judgeme s of th% prs\gr{m are .presented in thrs\
report. The views of a sample of the parepts obtam% dunng extended interviews
conducted in their homes during a 12 day wisit.

" PARENT.INTERVIEW. - \ o - o
) \ - .

The time spent with each famrlivarled co :Qe(;ably dependmme var\iabrlrty of

accommodation and .travel. servic Less than “one_full day was 'spent wheré ere was

no accommodation with or near a family, while up to three days were neQessa 3in some

areas where train and air servrces Operated only tW|ce weekly\ .

. ) \
Because of the length of the interview schedule, it was usually conducte\t} 0 Sesh
each of approximately one and a half hours’ duration. These interviews WEre onducted

. by the projects’ two full-time research staff as well as two pre-school advisory teachers
who assisted for the period of the visits. These two pre-school advisers were briefed in
detail during a three day training session, on techniques of interviewing, the purposes of
the questions and the detail required in recordmg responses. Emphasis was also placed
on the need for the interviewers to maintain a sympathet|c atmosphere in which the

parents would feel free to reveal their real opmlons and attitudes.

-

The mtervnew situation varied enormously because of differences in family routines and
the degree of distraction experlenced during the interview session. It was not uncommon
for the interview ta be .conducted in the evening when children were asleep to.reduce
parents’ distraction. In some cases, parents specmcally requested this to enable them

. both to be present. for the interview.

The general, framework of the interview and the range of issues raised is indicated in E
Table 1 which provides a summary of the topics covered. One of the issues covered |
in the interview was the teacher’s attempts to develop the relationship between teacher
and parent. Other sections, dealing more with program lmplementatlon mcluded
questlor.s about the way in which parents presented the program, their opinion” of




program materials, the suxtabahty of content and the clanty of instructions. Since
. emphasis 1n the Pre-School Correspondence Program was placed on the necessity for
parents to give teachers feedback to fagilitate the teachers’ momtoring of the children’s

\ ‘ reaction to, the program, the parents were asked to comment on the specific feedback
. mechanising, namely the general ‘Background Information Sheet, completed on enroiment,
e and the rec,ular Teacher Informdtion Sheets, to be completed after each segment of the
. program had been used. The purpose and use of these information sheets are described
- n Ashby, McGaw and Perry (1975). ’ . . ‘
- - , \ N . .
SNTable 1: Summary of Topics in Parent Interview- - . S
N % N I3 5, .
PR e e e o e e
= & , Parent—Teacher Relationship . ;
1 Prpgram i cefation to home routine 6 Preference for tape or létter etc A
2 miory of program book presenation 7 Mothers,/view of own relationship with teaches
3 Extent ‘of correspondence 8 Importance of teacher visiing chid
. 4, Appropriataness of reply 9. Preferred ume for visit "
i 5 Opmwon of tessher's understanding of hfe situaton 10 Qualifications desired of visitor .
Ly : _ Program Presentation
’ ‘Opmnun on size and frequency of arnval of segments 9. Tomcs des:rqd added, deleted, changed
. 2 Clarity of difticulties in iouowmg Parents’ Resource 10. Ease, difficulty «of activities suggested
' Book 1. Opmlon of structure, presentation, format
3 Clanty' of/drthculties 1n following Segment Books 12, lmpressxoq of Contact Booklet —
4 Clanty or/difficuities in following Topic Booklets 13. Usefulngss. of Resource Book - .
5 Clanty »t/zdifficulties in Wfoltowing Contact : 14. Value of' Teachsr Informauon Sheets
6 Most ditficult topic ta oxplam [} 15, Evidence of use of- Informatron given
A ;Clamy of snstructions # Y % - . ;
" Suitability of topics for child . .
ey Social Contact of Parents oy -
1. intergst in meeting with other parents : 3. Frequendy of anendance possnblo at !
¥ 2. Distance parent could travel to meet . meeungs . '
. ! L
, . - Child— Teacher Rélatioriship T ,
1 Child s knowdedae of texher’'s name O 4 Time lag between work sent in and comment |,
2. Chdd’s eagerness 10 send pantings, pastings -, = + " recerved !
3 Teacher's reaction to  hild's art work . : 5. Bwidence Of program modiﬂchﬂon for indwidual |
1) ~chiid’s needs . R !
. . L]
# : ; Child’s Experience - - .
) 1 Attendance at P:u-ﬁchool/Pla{/ 'Groug ' 3. Expehgnce ' environments- beyond home E
¢ 2 Frequuncy of cgntact with fnends/ch:ldren dwn dge ,
N L
| . ’ Chtld in the Program
i v '
f 1 Knowledge of topis pookiets* N 6. Other tems would like to. borrow |
N ' 2, Rapked intetest n program facets “ 7. Reactton to and use "of equipment kit i
3. interest in booklets . 8. Frequency.of play activities '
. 4. Resction to tapaes numbar ot times ployed * 9. Presence of others during program activities a9
. R - amount played , . 10. Any change :n ability to listen, concentrate [
T s ~ -~ resction {o suggestions . express self . . s
S . 5. Reaction to hbrary books v !

tr 1] . (
‘ Parent—Child Interaction i

]
|1 Effecrs on cwont child: other ® . 3 Summary opinion of program tor chdd -
(2 Prents  viw o1 own rolo 0 Foqram ~ ~_ R ’ :
1 » = 1] . N :
. ( N L e e d
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Parents. were asked about their social contacts and their interest in rmeeting with other
tamilies enroiled in the. Pre-Schoo! Correspondence Program. .nfoermation was also sought
on the range of their children’s social experiences and the ‘requency of their contact with
other children. A major section dealt with.the children’s resetjon to the program )
pookiets, tapes and activities. ' ‘ Tl

N ~

Parents were finally asked 1o assess and summartze the eifect, ifﬁany, which their , B
involvement tn the program, had had on the child. and the mother's -eletionsh:p with
both -the pre schoci child anc any other cimlaren in the familv. . g » \

)
’

SAMPLE . . -

Selection of Sample , ’ ‘ - .
. A random selection procedure, in whichiall families had an equal chance of being ~
o selected, was usec to select 40 of the families enroiled in the program. This represented

) about 10 per cent of the enrolme&t. Of the 40 families selected, there were three who
did not desire to participate, two Who could not accommodate a visitor and one
_additional one which had to be deleted because of the interviewer's inability to reach
the home by car during wet.weather. Consequently, all findings are based on a-sample
of 34 families. ‘ . R

®

N Representativeness of Sample = | , 3 . ‘ :
>~ M A

~~ [

\T\he use of a completely random, process for the selection of the sample was designed’ﬁqu
ensure that the families selected would be representativé of, the tofal énrolment’in the ~
, P?é%‘s(g:)l Correspondence Program. The age distributions of the 34 childrea in the .
, final . sample and of the other

'3 ¢

410 children enrolled in the program aré shown in’ Table 2.~

~+ . Table 2' Wtions of ‘Ch_ild{_ren- ) i
R Age Ra’r{ge\ > "> Sample . N Non-Sample
-1 < , \ "Number [* Percent Number. | Percent
- N g — ~ . [ N -’ . RN .
Under 4 years >~ o 0.0 3. “|.: 07
y 4 years . 5 4.7 .25 . 6.1
4’years to 4 years 3 months 5 14.7 . 108. - | c26.3 o
|4 years 3'months to 4 years 6 months 8 23.5 93 < 22.7.
4 years 6 months. to 4 years 9 months 9 26.5~ 92 .. '22.4' |
4 years 9 months to 5 years ) 4 11.8 . 65 159" .
5 years to 5 years 3 months . 2° 1 59 . 20 4.9
5 years 3 months to 5 years 6 months 0, 0.0 3 0.7 )
v 5 years 6 months to ‘5 years 9 months 0 0.0 O~ 0.0.
5 years 9 months to 6 years1 ’ 1 2.9 ' 1 0.3
. Totals J, 34 100.0 410 100.0 -
S amnd ‘ 13 Ll
x2 (8) = 11.3, p> .05". ,
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This table (10 ades the numbers and percentages of samble and non-sample children at
three monthly age intervals, the ages being taken at 28 February 1975. There was po
signrficund_uifference between the distributions as revealed by the-chi-square shown under
the Tuble, “sy the sample was respresentative of thé total.enrolment in terms of age. “In
Ou«‘ens}and ey to Grade 1 1s allowed in a calandar vear tf the child is five by the
last day 0 February, but 1s mandatory if the Cthild s six-at that date. Children may
attend pre schoo! in the year before that in which they: would be ebgnble to enter school
't can he ween, thercicre, that three of the children n the non- sample group were
actually dnder (,qo for enrolment in pre-school. .

v
‘

The geographicag dnsur~out10ns of the sample children and the rest of the enrolment are
shown in Tuble 3, which gives the distubution n terms of statistical divisions within
Queensland  The chi-square was non significant at the .05 level indicaung.again the
representativenes, of the sample, the sample being as dispersed through Queensland as the
wtal enrolment  The distribution of the statistical divisicas throughout Queensiand is

*shown in Figure 1

© L e

ETa/aI.e 3: Geographical Distribution of Families . o . "
‘ .
Sratisticgk Dwvisian of Rﬂszdenci i " Sasmpie Non-Sample
ftf . ) . Number | Percent Number Percent
Ot Brisbare ' 0" 0Q 1 ' 0.2
02 Miareton ' . 0 00 |t 7. 17
.03 Maryboroygh . 2 59| 12 , 29
04 Downs : . 3 8.8 34 8.1
05 Roma - : ' 2 5.9 52 12.4
06 South Western o . 4 ‘11.8 24 5.7
07 Rockhampton e, ;5 ] a8 69 - 185
08 Central Western ' 9. '| 265 60 14.3
09 Far Westdrn 1 29 . 19 \ 4.5
10 Mackay — * \ ‘ U S X- N A T 7.4
11 Townsville . 3 88- 28 .. 6.7
12 Caurns ) e T 29 | 40 0.6
13 Peninsudar 7 . : T 0 00 - 4 ., 10 -
14 North Western ' ' 3 | 88 | 32 7.6
5 Other . " 0 0.0- e 14
1 Totals L e "l o3a 100.0 419 100.0
R S s N e '
¢ ¥ ’ R ‘ oo N " . v
X2+18) = 11.3, p/ > .06 . .

‘The distances from tI\e ch»ldren s homes to the nearest primary school are shown in

Table 4. 'A comparison.of these revealed that the families visited actually lived
significantly further away from primary schools than the rest of families enrolled. The
sample children .wero, therefore, .more remote from school facilities than the total
errolment.  Any thildren who lived more than 3.2 km from a primary school would .be
eligble for enrolment n the Primary Correspondence School in 1976; though many in
this category would travel danly to the school. Although those chlldren enrolled, who

* ' 4. .
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they were eligible forge

lived under thﬁi limit, were close to smali primary schog

™ enrolment in the Pre-School, Correspondence Program..béCause their small local® ary ,'
. .schools offered. no, pre-school program. In.1974, thé first year of the Pre-School
; ' C_:qrrespondence Program, only those who woul/cl/ﬁ Ve been eligible for correspondence
primary education. were eligible for the pre- /odl/a correspondence progr The eligibility
criteria were,.broadenied in -1975: . g : : . e &
P . B s .. h . T T . L d ) // .
S o : . S A S - C L
Table ‘4; i¥Distance from Home to- Nearest Primary” School. - ‘ Y -,
. ’ '% . S 2 o /;w;?,; Yl v o L
o f__ ’ . . . :” s F TN e . .// :, ’ E
e Glstance‘t‘gx.anry Sh‘hool . s . _ x‘§amp|e o . Nop-Sample / Tl [
Y ¢ , . S - / § -~ ) >
A ,‘.7' . ;._ n\» _Peicent '. ;Number /P reent 3 T -
"R ; — —1 e
Under 3.2 km', | : 182, ) %/ 215 N
3.2,t0 10 km_ 9.1 257 13.1 e
11710720 kin 9.1 7/'42'/ #1048 Loy
12110 40 k" N [ 18.2//.;.'f7 BT TR
- ‘- -1~ : N
w““ to 80 _;Sm g ) 12:/ e 747 3 121 - I IR .
o110 80 km . R N T % SR LI v
BT w100, km‘i(\ - ] 380 25 64~ o
Cver 190 km g : AT 121 37 9.5 P .
EN : - N v 7
Y T T T - N P -
* | Torgs . a / / : 100.0 390 - { 100.0-° »
. e J‘“ _/ - - — ' —
R mieps o F '
. . Y i » -
In_a" corffifison ﬁf%&ces and equipment available to both sample and non-sample
fdmilies thgre were no significant differences between the “two groups in the possession
» Of cassette.p?ayer/recorders, television "and 240 volt power or the reception of Au_stralian
Bmpadcasting Commission radio and television transmission. The numbers of families to
which these’ facilities were available are shown in Table 5. . : L |
. Table 5: -Availability of Services and Equipment.. ' . g ,ﬂ“/,l
] N . ] N . N e ' ) . wg g < oS
- =1- . sewvices and Eauipment -7 L1 | Sample | ' Non-Sample
N N “'\ * R % 3 o X [ t . - i
7y 1. B . s Y . ey e o R R RS LV . .
T "t I S . “ Yes, . No | Yes U Nol L .
el oo : No. | %" No. [% |No. | %.| No. % {5
* Veassette Player/Recorder oo L5 758 | 8.|242|222 613
40 volt power - : © - 123, [69.7 |',10{30.3|265 |732
'FV Broadcasts ) ‘ ; 23 " }69.7 }04 30.3|272 §75.1
own T.V. . . © . ..t |.18.|545 ‘| .15 |45.5{220 |60.8
ABC. | . o 32 197.0° |- 1| 3.0/343 [95.0
2 « S ' ’ 0 . ‘ .
- ;*For X2 _tcst’*foi.‘ each p 3 "‘05, o K < -
. . o / A ’ : ' i
. 7 o ’ . : 6. A -
Y A(x . . . "~ » ' 4
» N . .
Toow O B 5
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All parents were asked, in completing the Background Information Sheet, to list the

_number and types of disadvantages they felt were associated with living where they did, . ."
. in the more remote areas of the Sfate. There were no, significant differences between the -
/o 'sample and non-sample fam{ﬁes in the numbers of preblems raised or the types of. .
- comment made._ Among the farnilies in the sample, 44 per cent claimed no disadvantages .
. for the:area in which they_ lived while, for the non-sample, the figure was 41 per cent.
> The parucular descriptions of the disadvantages raised by the parents have been categorlzed

into the entries in Table 6 in whic _are also shown the n ers of parents raising each
of the lSS)JBS as the first mentton d dxsadvantage. . .
Tx T ~ ‘ . <. ' ' ’ . -

D Table 6: Declared Disadvantages of Place of Residerice

hs i
\

%
First Disadvantage .. Sample | Non-Sample = | - . -]
‘ ‘ No. | % No. % o

isolation from children of -own age" 1 . 13 | 684 20 " 47.9 4
lack of organised pre~schoo| facilities 1 53 24N 4 128 ;
unavailability of experiences at coast and in cmes 1 53 - 13 . 6.9 .
shyness due to lack of social contact 0 0.0 n - . 5.9 ; .
distance to be travelled tp school ‘ 0 00 8 : 43, " §
effects of boarding at school on,family life 0 0.0 . 5" ! 2.7 P
superiority of schools in gities - -0 00 | - 5 - 27 -0 X
unavaitability of classes for cultural and sportlng P ‘ . ' ' :
* activities : 0o |-~o00 - 5 2.7 " |

»| unavailability of group activities {e.g. ‘Scouts) 0 . 0.0 7’8 . 2.7 _'i
lack of facilities (e. gs.}leetncny, rédio, T,V) 3 15.8 T "05 | w
distance’ from frien 1 5.3 4 21 ! _

“difficulty’ in getting specialist hetp for. i

handicapped child 0 0.0 © 3 16 <
ack coripetitiveness among chilfiren 1n . ) ' l . L. g
small schools . 0 0.0 2 1.1 . '
T not specified . . - 0 0.0 » 2 1.1 . et
magnitude of other demands on mothers’ time 0 0.0 1 0.5 . Lo
unavailability of some “material suggested In program 0 0.0 S I 05 - .. :\'
slower development rate’s ‘of country children 0 | 0.0 1 4, 05 ... . Ll
sub-standard housmg 0 |..00 S T 05 | - ‘ ’
. .. | distance to-medical care 0 0.0~ 1 +05 |7 e
N narrowness of outlook of people In areq 0 0.0 | 0.5 i ’ <
4 climate (heat) ’ "0t 00 ' 1 05 | s
/ inadequate actwities lead to fighting 0 . 0.0 1 *05 | Al
unavailability of Sunday School 0 0.0 1 0.5
too early to comment . - -- ) ‘0 .1- 00. 1. 05 |
. . ‘/__.._'—-; ;M""w /I' : . i . ) ) ‘
-, Total ) / 19 1000 | 188 | 1000} S
. s . . L . . P ¢
2 (23) = 295 p - ® ' | " g
X = A © 3 ] , e
1 ‘.i: Yoo - :
N ' . ) 4 7 ,\‘x
‘ 7. -
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The frequency with which mail'wa;re{eived by families is shown in Table 7. - There were

no' significant differences betwuggrf‘the' distribution of sample and non-sample mail services,
so the operation of the corresponden? program for the sample, through its dependence

o on mail services, should have been representative‘of that ffor theAotal enfolment, - o
T : ' ' ‘ - o Cd C T
/. + Table 7: °Fréquency of Mail Service - : : :
' B 2N « . . , J ) - I
;- r Frequehcy of. Mail / | - Sample . . Non-Sample
) . « : Number | Percent | Number, | Pefcent ‘
<0 P hd - G A i . ) i
o = 7 ./ . ' T . "
: Daily . - .. 2 62 .. - 61 - 16.9 Lo
| Twice per week ' oo 22 688 185 | '51.3 :
Weekly - N

25.0 ‘108 | 20.9
’ Fpl’tnlghtly / i, * 0.0 3 1 < 0.8
Monthly, A

- - 00 1 | o3 -
. LeEWmo S 1. 00, 3. .os8
< S — - ——t——— —
7 }afm/// . //./ Co 32 11000 361 .| 100.0~,|
1 : T . N

,
coowm

h ) . ) N ) i ’ e ! ; !
e e . . - . - . . . . : " . . < ‘.—" .
-~ ¢ - C . . ‘ TSP, - ;
. There, was no significant difference between sample and non-sarnplg families with*respget
- . to the delay experienced with mail services in the wet season. For some these delays -
. - Wwere sutgstantla[, with considerable implications for a, correspondence program.  The range
in delays experiences, shown in Table 8, extended to, more than a month for bver o° ) :
10 per cent of the families, ' ° . . ; t . ) Oy
. TVable 8: - Léngth: of Delay in Mail Service during Wet Season B T ‘ LA
v . - . N . N s -
’ Length of Delay e ¢ Sample. - Non-Sam fe, -f A -
RN ‘g y , . ] mp /7_ P p ]

-

. NE . . b Numbe%t" " Number Percent

©on None - ! h . . L ﬁ £ 30.3 .; . 132 ‘ \ -379 . ' IR
| One Week . _ o & Tl S " 162 92 255 -,
- .- | Two Weeks N ’

X . ~ 4 121 . .8 - 126 |, -
: Three Weeks: ) .7 L2212 % T2
" | Four Weeks . o 2 - .60 I° 18 5.0 R
., - | More than Four Weeks o ) 5 B2 | 43 11.9 L
- . N - < Lo . u—-'-'"d_y '_":
T ot - Lo o om g0, fos” - Geaol |
, * 1 A - A :1 -
a;'j Xz {5) = gz P08 < . . v N
, . . ‘ Z * o 'r; -
2 i_:. N 8 -, . - '
= 4 . v
. L NOe o .
/‘r r R q
. « bd 150 i . ot . a' »‘E" - .‘;\ ' ? S
- 5 Y p.‘ - \ . /' 2. t 3 . i A "Vg y ;
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. Paren‘ts occupatrons were classxfled accordrng to the coding categones of the Indéx of
Occupations (Con'imonwealth Bureau .of Census and Statistics, 197.1).
¢ 0 .classrfncatron fhat of.

l_‘:f .

§Qne additional
8:- Housewn‘e, was included, fc&the ‘purpdse of this project.
ch were represented by at least four persons were individually Jisted

"“ 7 “in_ Tabfes 9, and 11. Occupatrons represented by fewer than *four P persons, were
combiped i, the “other” category' » The range of fathers’ occupatlons as shown in,
V;Labie 9, was equally representeo‘ in* ,both samp!e and non sample famlhes. ) "
“' ““Table” 9 letrlbutlon of Fathers Occupatuons o LS '_ / o
~ . * . - ’ . : e '.:‘ ..'
. - — = ; —— — T
N \“ . ‘ < T Lo _Samples .. x’No'n-Sam’p)e,
, ’ L _ Fathers’ Occupatiohs T - S T P
4 e oL * .| Number -} Percent. | Number - 'Percent.
43 Teacher . < . - L |- oa; 29t s fle 14
. 119 Manager s e e V| LESEEN 2 U IR UV PR |
L 301 ‘Sugarcane grower, "o - - . . 0. o M
T | 38" Grazer RERRTUR B 529 47 179
o } 3w Agncultural F'armer/Grazrer A 6 : .
: 3244 _Farh- Labourer/Statron@hand s
;‘ * N 650 "Electrician T e
-,xt ", 772 Consttuctibn Wo:ker L s
T .| 785/ Labourer . . :
i i DR p(her . o s

L/ Totals " 7. 1

A c s

L3 e

. L . N . , R . : 3 ; L
- . - K . - B
" g = g = . =
. . . . B} T - - s
- N L. a " ' 3 "
. ., " LT e . N N ! . sl .
. - 0 ~. R -~ - ; AN . — - - — o
’ ) ‘- R Y . ‘ LI RN o - )
’ - ! 5 . « p P
L. - xz (g) 12'1 > ‘05 B BN \N - o ’ 1 . D "y . ‘, L . X |
PRV . - y N T e . i K ‘: .
- l - «
N -

" ‘educatiqn - Wlth a greaterpergentage hdving"been .qualified .nurses

.these responses are summartzed

In the ranges of mothers occupatrqns before marnage shown in Table 10, there were
signifitant qlfferences between the mothers in the sample families and those in the Jest
of the. families. . Mothers in the sample wére more likely to have had a post-secondary )
;than far. the .

o "1’ "

non-sample in. the Pre SehooI¢Correspondence Programr L

-~ 1 -

o, -

in therr present occupatlons there were no. srgmfrcant dlfferences wrth .stm |ar percentages. .
of mothers from sa,rﬁple ;and non;sample ‘groups. working in the variety -of- Peceupations. .. .
but with a tlear majorrty in both- groups wdrklng fulf~trme on home dutrw -The A
dlstnbutlon is shown ‘nri Table 11‘~~ : L ‘ S ;, e

Q"

In response to a general questlon i the' Béckground lnfonnatlon Sheet one-quarter of o :
' parents mentioned problems which. they felt affectéd their children.

Of those mentioned
54 per cent indicated the- chllds‘speech 4s the sburce -6f the,problem. The sample,, was
representative of the whole groupin the numb.er and type of.problems sﬁecrfred bY s
parents. There was no slgnmoant differehce -hetween the. Qumbers of parents in both '
sample and non-sample grolps who -mentioned each problem., Problems of; arv ematignal
and behavioural . type were-*combined in the "otherx category rn Table 12 in WhICh e

‘., ~ g

« T
s




— e =
) _}__Samnl_e;w,... R Non-Sample’.

U t . PR e | T .
-Number Number Percent .
. . 4 >

/ v . - . "‘ D B v ° .— :' )
. 30 * Nufsing-sSter" . . R . ol 62 181

".32,- Dehtists nursé * LT T § / C ‘.10;‘ N X
. 42. *Teacher — ter.uary T S Cep ’ . .04 g 01,2 "R
43 Teacher - L I D PSR ROt I 9 e -”’?-Oi{",
355 Sharthand typlst\ e 2 3 I S PR V|
163+ “Clerical/Skcretarial Puties ..~ [« |1 , ‘26, e | 737
R1FSRop Asijstant _———"  ° L 3 3 55 O 13
324 Farm* Worker/Station Hand*, N - I 2t 0 82
545 Te!ephd’mst R IR | 1. | BRTRTE: A R :1 1" *- .32
808 Hotel Employee “ 3 SRR 07 . b5 00 M2 0T 38
-811 > Child" Care/Trayel Hbstess*‘ * ; B e e, S 8
815 'Walths e .
3 825 Halrdresser
-866- Flome Duties -

' Other

= a
— 3 »

AT Totals

437 p < 06°5'

Table 11" Dnstnbutlon--of Mothers Occupaglons.
[ R ot §4
/("\ . . N - . -~

Mother's Occupatuqn o E Sampler . - ' Non-Sampler . . «
.- . e e Numbe;“- . Percent ° | - Number | Percent’

- . v

£ L. 3 oA ¢ T e

. - E R : )X
.| 30 -Nyrsing Sisger, - ", -l IR N 1 " (2950 s
- 42. Teacher-wTemary A o v Q- " 00 "‘.
4§ Teacher ' _ . ) ] X I
150 Clerk T 7 , ‘>bo
163 C!encai/Secretanal dutias oo od- -
‘308 - Grazier. -© s A ; ) L 29.

555 Past Midtress T L | ’
807" Cobk- ~, 7.

.808 Hotel Employee *

860~ Loadmg wren |
806 Housewrfe/Mmher

'+ f.,,—uOtﬁer' , -
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s Table 12: Numbers of Parénts Reporting Special Problems for Child . - o
P .~ Special Problems N ?émplé 7 _F NonSample
. » . L - 4 B
: . A ‘ N/m‘b‘ér Percent | Number | Percent L
é . ) . v
Lo None - - o ) _ "6 | @13 2% |35 | .. "
. Sight . : S B 31 |- 9 26
; Hearing_ : : ' .0 00, |,; 3 08 | ‘
] Speech : o L s 125 | 46 | 132 :
! Physical Disability . , ' 0 0.0 8 2.6 .
g o More than one © 1 b 31 |72 0.6 -
. . . . » . . oL
- L Other T ) Lo . 0 ) 0.0 . 33 . 66 i
7 Totas ' . 32 dooo fT3es” | 000" |
N 2 et L g : ' s L
Ton? (6l=69,p3 .05 RS o ’ S
- ST e . _“ P R - A . foe T 3 ) . -
,‘-:i - I "l"’ "\ \—v' .
. On~ tl::e basis of the p;ecedmg compansons it can’ be seen that the 10 per cent sample
’ * selected 'provided a good match wrth the remaining 90 per cent of the families in the
. Pre-School Correspondence Program. The mterwews with the sample’ could. be taken to
- have represented the views of all famlhes enrolled in the Pre—SchooI Correspondence
A QProgram m 1975 . . . o - " “ - v
LT ety ~»' LT PN . - L
\:\’v"",':'-’ . ‘ ‘ ve . g . v * * t ’ .«‘ « ' e
T4 PRRENTS vnsws OF PROGRAM - o : =
SRR S . SENRR TN el
AR Parent-Teachew Relat;onshlp . L 'f;’- ‘ . P
Do NP O ! . :
, The parent teacher relatlonshnp is an mtegral part of Q. cq;rrespondence program., and, ‘
. *. as such, werrants .analysis from the parent’s: vnewpqmt as: well as a more formal .
Ly vlnvestlgatlon of the;vnjgracnon&beMeen parties; partlcularly teachers and parents .The
.. latter’ type\dff analys S . g cGaw Ashby ar;d Perry‘l1975l ‘ .“v b
VL - R “4‘:, ) e v
P ln;me.per.sonal interview_wijt ats severaP ‘Eﬁlons*wee"demgned to establlsﬁr the
. parents” view of the relatlonshlp they had with the .geschool cotrespondence teacher-
PR Par were asked aboQt, thelr yvnl‘llngness 1q ‘centact,teachers on_a: number of f. problemis. " .
I ‘Th;?%mses are .shown- in“Table_13. —The_garents, seemed qurtER/vnllung to write to, ~'°

., teachers about problems relatW the PrerScho.ol Gbrrespondence Program, for examﬁle
'91'2 per cent indicated ‘that _they wolld write if :thay were behmd schedule with the. » .,
programs  Where the problgm was ‘more personal “however, more parents -expressed a
reluctance to seek help from. the teacRer.” -For- préblems involying ‘the_child’s behavjour

- . only 73.5 per cent declared a lmlllngness to reveaf"them to the _teacher. This isstill a- |

' substantlal proportlon of ‘the &rents of cour;,e bUt it, should be. noted that it reférs oo .

T .oply, to declared: willingngss. . The -actual frequencnes of contacts. of thls type are ’ o

dlscussed |n Mcéaw Ashby and Perry (1975) . . co

'. “

3 ' ".. ’A.t

1y
4
7

The parents were asked to 1ndjcate specnfrc lsmes on, Wthh.r they had actually lwntten tos "
“the- pre-school cOrrespondence staff and to prdvr e some persojial judgement of: the replles

" 7 they received. In fact, Vety few. parents’nngrcated!that they had written about ‘any, |ssues o
. of concern, Problems were wrltten"é'bo‘ut ~oif 25 or:casrons Of the 34 famlhes in.the * ., °»
- L ek . "‘e ;-,’ . . : . ’1.‘." e, el
e e < Sa et R S . .
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7. Table 13" Willingness of Parents to Centact Teachers About Specific Problems . f{fﬂ _ ,
x:._; . Problem K . N . . . Parent Willingness <o .g‘g S
. * ’ hen P B Y - - . . . - g 1 » PR
O . e . ;. Yes ) S ) No ‘«%}\ ‘ .
‘ AN R * <« |” Number | Percent < Number Pﬁ;@’gna S o
behind schedule, with, progrgm * . |-~ 31 | en2 o3 88
child’s ability with ,pfog!;ar'n . . .29 "1 853 : ¢§ ¢ 147 A ’
child's .general development ) D 128 I 824 Y6 176 7 N
child’s behaviour . 25 - .. 735 "9 }\‘(«'3?6_;5‘ Nl B
. ple, 15 had ‘not writteh about problems at all. The issues about which.they wrote . | s
", and their judgements df the replies are given 'in Table 14. = - gy ' .
" fTable 14: Frequency with which Parents Wrote about Issues and Helpfiliéss: of S
. : B - Teachers” Responses ... R g e '\
Topic of Concern ‘in Co‘rresppﬁd_ence 1 Never ’[W'ritten_but ‘L Writteﬁ & Adeq'u‘acy,) of Reply “
R . , Written |'.né reply Not . [ Quite™ T . Very
- A : e - ‘ Helpful | Helpfal | Helpful | .
D R ‘No| % |'No. % | ‘Naf'% ['Nof'% | Nof % |
Uridérstanding of parents ook * | 3411000 0| 00 [0 foo |0 Joo | ofoo|. - o
Use of materials in kit . . 331 97.1 0100 .0 J00| 1. 29 {0100 | - o
Program requirements o ¢ "291853] 1129 | 0 oo |3-|80-) if29 | - R
‘Neéd for more ,program content " 130] 84| 1. }.29 1.128 | 1. 129" 1129 | | ;’“".%%
'Being behind schedule $ith program .| 2918530 |00 17 129-| 3.189 129 1. v
Child's negative, tesponse to program 32| 94.2f 1 {29 | o {00 |1 |20 Jofoo | o
Child’s ‘behaviour problems: - - ~33) 97.1f ‘O‘f"or }-0 oo |.1 {29 1 ofoo0 v
- - /| child’s disability or slow development 271 79.3 9% 1 2159 (2159 0100} o
" Choice of cctivities for child' . 34[1000f 0 1 00 . [ 0 f0O0-[50.f00 | OJOQ} .. _ %

Of the 25 issues eab‘outi which- parents, reporiced letters had’f‘aéen wﬁtten,-G had -produced
" *no reply and 4 yielded replies- which the parents judged to be-ynhelpful. Replies judged

"~ to be, quite helpful had beén received for 12 of the letters and replies judged very - '
. helpful for 3 of them. - The lack of reply may have been, due in part to.replies not - . <

« - having been received. at the ‘time of the: visit rather than 'failure to.reply, but t e delays . . >

in resporise were of concern to- the parents. lIrregularity and infrequency of mail services. _
*»  contributed to these problems but there were alsb delays associated with the procedures ) <
-+ ‘at the Pre-School Correspondence .Unit, by. which replies were checked-.and authorized: by

S senior  staff before ‘despatch. L . e “
RN Teaqi_wers were more often judged by the parents ‘as “having. dealt' satisfactorily with L
enquiries, about program requjrements than with enquiries of a more serious nature,rsuch -
as requests for advice ‘about a child’s disability. While the more routine administrative_.”

~matters wgre apparently dealt with efficiently, those enquiries seeking. more professional "
. -advice from the, teaching staff were less well, handled .in the views of the parents. The
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d‘?ob,lgms involved were. personal and complex, of course, and it .vyoq_ld be very difficult.
%o ‘undertake by correspondence some of the diagnoses ‘and prescriptions required. The

act that there was sogme pargnt dissatisfaction with the way in which developmental and
——learning_problems: wer Feals with _Suggests the need for suppart resources for the

: *ﬁeg ers\wll upon to develop:

O T | less

¥
nxn:m:v;'; s :
|

ol

vice 10 the parents. The teachers could, in such
: caSegysbecome’ the mediator ugless the~problems were sufficiently severe to warrant direct
.2 - referr. - ’ RO . .
H [N
5
¢

reas ' frequently complaifi t t~urban dwellers. do not undergt'_and )
were asked how well théy:fglt<the pre-school teachers.

o indicate the grounds on whi hey_arrived at their T
esponses-are summarized in Table 15. —

™~ udgements of Teacher’s Understanding of Parent’s Life Style by Evidence -
- : e
: 1 - o | . . ) i
- .+ [Evidence for Judgement . Teacheré Understanding in Parent’s Judgement
% g S Very Poor " Poor Good . Very Good;-
:. teacher comments i ‘ .0 . 1 h)\ e 3
2 1 ‘jadministrative judgements . 0 1 RN .0
N e : — .
3" 32 Ijlack oflocal knowledge 1 L2 o e
2R Y g typee ’Wted ‘ o2 0 1. 9 0.
2§ ‘iliack of teacherceply c 2 N 0)’\ RN I
e . ™ ‘ - } - 18 - | T3
_+|Total .. . . 5 AN _
‘ \ * )x ’ - % -
i .. « - . . \ |
Vg TN e e e L heimed ; |
’ -, Of the -parents, 21 felt that teachers understood. thgir life situation vqel“l.) This .
¢ {judgement "Was based~ nain the type of commerits made by teachers.and the| -
" administrative - adjustments ~whic

. h_had been made to suit the parents... The fact that
- some illustrations and stories in-the.carres

[ pondence ‘materials reflected the_life style of
speople in the outbagk had®made s‘omé@paren& feel that the teachers understood their

jsituation. The most important determinant was the evidence given by particular, teachers
i‘ in their. correspbndence of empathy with paten

ts. Of the parents who answered nine
; i'felt the teacher did not understand. Three of these parents based the views of what

B they todk ta be evidence of the teacher's lack of any local knowledge. In the case of
E “;Qtwq parents, their-judgement of the teacher’s lack of awareness of their situation- was

: g’éfevealgq in activities they suggested for the children. For example, it was suggested

% .ithat children put their heads out.the window of a moving car to feel the breeze — an
g g_':apnon which one | ‘ '
2

3

]

&

-~

2 parent pointed. to-as actually being dangerous.
) . o *

£ 1 Other attributes of teachers’ efforts to build up a good relationship between parent and
"¢ teacher were more important, however, than their prior understanding of the family’s

ilife style. The responses shown in Table 16 suggest that the adequacy -of the teachers’
iknovyledgt_a of -the family is a product, not a determinant, of the quality of- the )
Jrelationship. “Where communication was frequent and personal the parents were more
sonfident that the teachers understood, | - )

“ '
%

contacts which can be established through correspondence. and C T e

6°%f tapes, the  ane clear possibility ,for deepening the contact between teacher

W would. be for the teachers to visit the families. During the. interview the
qaked for their reaction to the possibility of teacher making personal visits.
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* Table 16: .Ear‘é'nt;s' Judgements of Teacher’s Understandin

‘ g.of Parent's Life Style -
by Relatienship.with Teacher N : B

-

g RO ’ . . . ‘" R l,} . e N .
\ s ; . Y [ e e e . R - -~
- f ) « . 4 cher” tanding in P. ‘s Judgerient . .

. Description of Parent-Teacher , Teather’s Unders z-;'ndlng n Farent’s gemen 1~ Total :

\ . Relationship . ! Very poor Poor Good |, Very good o

. \‘.ﬂ . N . , _ . \. = ; - .
\“‘\Klnsufficient'cpntact_- ' ! 3 P2 SRR N ' 0. 6
_[4eacher’s fault PR . ‘ L ' ‘
VS, . 4o e o S ) PP
~ Tﬁu icient contact — o '1 S BN “2 0 - cv.4 . A
~>~ |parent’s fault v R R, y - . ‘ )
T‘\\\c‘k\ .\\ { i , ™ ‘Ql Iy [ ’ i )
% ~lasutficient contact — % [a] | 2 1 1 1 v 4 L.
’ {desjrg‘'mord but no, - . } ‘ ! T~ voAT .
: blame ascribed . | : o ! SN
Contact t00 :‘mpersor;‘alf 1 o .. 2 71 0., % L
AN NG - i R : AR . .
- [Helpful, but not close P - 1 1 4 . 2 to a8 .
A ¢ .- . * ) . ¥ ¢
Good personal relationship o 0. “g“ 8 i 0, 8 -l E
Total “ ) VRTINS 5 A8 4 .3 - 3 ' "
el N SRR N - SRV ) A
R R v i B . . 7
.. X2 (15) = 22.0,p > 10 Shel e L ‘
. : * Js . ‘ . o 4 . ' . : v s
Their reactions are summarized.in Table 17, which reveals a significant relatjohship -
between the parents’ judgements of the Jteachers knowledge of their fife style and the
value that. they would attach to a visit from the .teacher. The pattern .Wwas not a clear
_ . one but there was a_tendency for those who felt that thve teachers understood them least —
. . .well to be more strongly jn .favour. of visits. Overall, the.prospect of teacher visits was, - + .

» . well received,” with only o out of ‘33 parents declaring it'to be .unnecegsary,. ‘- There -
were 16 who;“ white acknowledging ‘the value of such visits, were unconvinced of- their S
_necessity, -but 12 ,of these believed the teacher already: had atgood ‘knowledge of their L

*-life style. Sihce -costs would obviously be an important_consideratjon in. implementing . U

. any general scheme for home visits, a useful approach n)ighg be a flexible one in which - * , .

' '« the families visited_are those for whom it is antjcipated’ there would- be the Jgredtest. S
'bEHEfit. . . [ o, ‘ . . .o N e .,

Lo i , ‘ R e L RS oo
’ If home visits by teachers-were to be. implemented, there. was-some variability among. s
patents in the timing they would prefer for the visits, as shown in’ Table 18. -As the v,

", Main puipdse’ of the visit would. be for -parents’ tg learn ‘how better ,to fulfill. their' role o

++ ° of the child’s teacher, 875 per cent of parents-felt the visit should take place in the
first half of,the year. This would' enable the parents ‘'to have become familiar with the
program ctontent and assess .their child's: reaction to the program. ' It would'also mean . ., ' .
that parents would still have the. major part of the year ahead-of them .4uring which> RS

- ‘implve[nent what they had learnt from the teachér’s visit. ‘ Oﬁly;'one- pargnt proposed tHADN -
the visit should occur before the .program began. - . AR L TR S
. “ 1 s ' - . ’ » ° ) t :(‘; - '.»‘ \, ) * - ‘. X e » . " -
T " The parents were ajso asked to indicate what tasks they would like th’é’fvis( 10, XY
““Undertake, in addition to providing advice on theé Pre-Sehoo). Correspondys) rajgy e
As shown in'Table_19, 18 ‘parents, 56.2 per cent, would ‘want 'the, visitoNto ke -a 0 .
advise on the primary school- work of their older school children.- Tén. familidwx :
© were kéen to meet with o‘ther'parents‘an:d children enrolled in the Pre-School - -~
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! "Table 17 Parents Judgements of Tdacher's Understan\hnfof Parents Ltfe Style . .
T ) « by’ Parents"Reaotron R Home VISltS by Teachers» .
"‘v N . R £ . ) v 2
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Gorrespondence Program,,\,feft the vrsrtorJ_omd rn;trat contacf’betwee parents in then‘ !
" ared by -arranging a group meeting: ‘Eleven families' felt)that: Jt would be useful if the .
' ., Yisitor could suggest ways to deal with behavnour S . S .

< WVhat the parents ost clearly wanted frbm any ‘ome wsutor was educatronal advice. PR

\ Some . were' hopefil ?:of bonuses in other areas but \the were clearly subsidiary. - If the . iy
pre-schoo) teacher " f the correspondence schoel could visit, the reeds; would.. probably

S best be met, prowded that the pre-school teacher was also able to advise on primary .

. correspondence work® far older children. In .fact, any. uisiting. program should be: -, a4
co-ordmated by ’l;he two &orrespondence units — pre school and prrfnal:v N
. ~ ‘ L N
K v ! . - \ . o N »- ~ .
" Table 18: 'Prefég'l'ed Titming of Home Visit by Teacher -* . A
', ‘ . M A - I B A e, i
. . . L e e g e ot : T e -,
I'~ - ; ! . "l’g:‘l Al ' 4: L3 .- . - ‘ . . - v . - N ’: ‘: » W
Ll T £ KA Tﬁmng s -Number |v Percent - L
\ ) ' . e M ) ‘ i B I ‘ - T
Yoo » B i ] N L - LT
W« pefore the program starts N R too34, < L
L R S . R P o R
St v };‘Eaﬂy in the year -’ . " S A '."46.‘9 ‘. ‘ ‘ﬁ..
» A 13 N e - J ¢ - 4

:,‘,.‘ e . 1 Lo . . I o ) ) .

"," -y ;“3’ ‘. ) . oo B . s . L A “-:1‘“;
P e g |'Mid year . R NIV PR -40.6 ) g T
PR 2 . S . . - - M -, - t ' »
N ¢ N [L/VSE T USRI Ve o ’
ey T . FY i{ “4 . N .,: Yo N . S - . f} L] '.‘ 'w. .
¢ . . v te . - . . . ‘ . .

G A anveme T e e s T Tea e
v g * . v . ' . .. A- bd . o ¢ LT . A ) ﬂ, !
o . . y e LS ’ “

3 s [Towt L
- .

7 e
Yhe ‘
2044 T N ¥

oy Ly .o . . I i

PArurron KOs




" :Table‘.-19: Pr;fé?red Tasks. for
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Home Visitor to Undertake

N
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1 ‘Desirable = -

No

b
Percent P ~+Percent

1 Advise :on P Lmary schoo! work

| Advise' on N trition

»

Arrange meef; B\f "Parents
X .

Number. - |;

o

562 438

) ’ -1+ 1586 84.4
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« There was 4 strong relationship

“should. . Qnly ~eight of_the

~failed either. to_sée or to-

tamilies ‘had actually been able

: " to usg the. program.

wtn

~ ,;provided- by.Ashb
“Yheir first set of

7 painté;

ion"te_be efyployed by pa .
anqwed~a good deal of individual. freedom. Specific advice . ™

mong Xhe ?.\g

o.C \\;\
ing the\{nterview
NYas\to be usethand how the
O qugstions is-shown in~Table 20. .

to use the.materials and how they actually did. )
that they éxercised choice among the program -options, a$ it had

o+ Point; notwithstanding, the degree ‘of freedom'. o |
.~ -emphasis and the parents probably need clear criteria for Mmaking, the, choices,. ' Fhis -

would ‘ensure -that all’ parents swere “familiar with

The point should not be lost, however,

. » did understand the program. rfequirement and 198 of them. followed -them, * .
I e n N : . “ K} T i .t e

* A detailed .description of the materials
Y.°McGaw and Perry
‘materials.  Thig
materials which are readily available in tHe home. They_also feceived a.basic Equipment:
Kit "which, included materials such as plag
crayons, clay, magnifying, glass and magrets, -~ -
b e Lo '

. - ‘
N
. i . fo v e, oy S . von
. ¥ [ % Y
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© . ' Do
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rérits in' presenting the pre-school *
oductign fo the first' set ot matérials. In particular, théy
Cted to~attempt all aspects covered 'in the program ‘books
ions. .'Soing discussion topics-’and‘aetivfrties were marked-
Pt was sufgested: they . be presented first -but the parent
among™the remaining activities for those of particular _
parents were, asked to _indicaté both how' they *
y actually used it. - The pattern of
. e
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. . - »

w they were required
Indeed more than half of thém declared - |
been suggested they

between parents berceptions of h

parents geported ‘a, discrépancy between what they. were doing
and what they. thaught -they should have been doing.
believe that they were expected to work through all suggestions' is
understand the proposé

The fact” that .six- families did
evidence .that they
basis of use: Only three of these -
e program in this detailed way. -That

choice for parents proba

to-work through;

the manner in which-they’ were ‘expected

p_rovideld‘in the ~co‘rrés;:;p,n‘c'ienc‘e prcigrani i .
(1975)." - Parents, received:'a * Resource Book with',
ided-many ideas and. Suggestions- for using

aper, scissors, ‘paint. and ‘paste’_brushes; powder

" .

~.

-

bty. ngeds furthe; |

that 20 of .the 34 parents -,
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. ', - Table ZQ: Parents® Actual Use and Perceived -Requirements “for Use, of -. = }
T : : Program Materials T ) s
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-| Use some 10 make own program 1 R PR . 5
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. \‘ ,~ In® addition to thesg resqurces, ‘p'roygded 4t the beginning of the year, the"regular- program
- . materials, divided into eight, segmenits, were despatched at 5—6 week intervals. Within

- each segment there|were a Program: Book, divided intp 3—4- topics and contdhing . ,
outlines for suggestdd discussions, and, methods for presenting a variety of play activities; ° 1,
Story Booklets (inclided jn five of=the. eight,segments) which focus. on the topics and v
which ‘may be Gsed lby the parents, to,introduce the topics; a Cassette Tape containing

2 songs, stories; verse,{sounds and suggestions for movement; a Story Booklet and -
: - "language experiences inclgding, far example, picture sequence stories and verse which may . .

be read to the childfen; ‘Contdct, a. booklet for parénts covering topics such as child -«
.o development and education, and providing an opportunity—for the exchange.of ideas '

among parepts; and q Teacher Inforination Sheet,in the form of a guestionnaire to be
c'on)pléted_,by the pafent giving information ab?ut the child’s responsg” to the segment,
) - v, - [y * . . ¢

P

In thés interviews the, parents were asked to comment, on the quality of ‘program "
- . materials and where applicable to, offer suggestions for their improVemgpt. Their responses
~ in regard to thé Resource Baok, shown in Tzble 21, reflect: a high level-of parent

. . satisfaction with 29 cdnSidering there to be no need for change and. the remaining 4,
« ° ‘who reshondéd believing some change cto he necessary. All 33 parents indicated that -
. jey had referred to t?t Resource Book.” Fewer of them had, u§ed, the, hook for other
\ more specific. purposes, \however. The numbers.of parents who did use it for obtaining .
- specific suggestions for."program presentation or extension are shown.'in, Table. 21. QY the
-+ " 33 parents who responded, 20 used the bogk for ideas in presenting the\program' and 18 .
: ‘ for, ideas, in extending the program.. Only 10 sdid "they used .it..for activities when"they
.* . had completed the program but many:of those who didn’t would probably~not have ,,
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“finished”” and, therefore, not perceived this sort\of nged. :In response to-an open -
-question about other uses for the resource book '27 Jparents indicated that thgy,used it.
. as a-source of group activ‘ltiels for children's play. |

-~« - Tabléglz Pargnts’ Actual Use of Resource Book by Perceived Need.
: . v for Improvement W o C .

. > »
- N

: 4 ¥

Improvéments Considered |, -, Lo
. Use of . < Necessary LR S
. * Resource Book : — - . e L
i : No |  Yes. o . . .,

s )

. . o no

-

. . . - . ‘ .’ . . - o .
- .as a reference . yes - 28 4] .. 4 : St
0 0

- . . A - [} . ° > ’ PR -t .sc " ‘;v v g i;;

. for details of : ) yes . 18 ‘..‘Q' E T L
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< bl L %
v for new jideas in yes - 15 8
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« i program presentation ’ 14

¢ ‘ no

for ideas to use when , yes L, 9 s - 1 »““.. i Pl
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program comp,letedov . - no SO TR R g . .
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The Resource Book was 'well"recei\(ed& and .Well‘-uséd by parents. Those parents who'. .. . .-
suggested improvements did so, not Pecausé hey wefe dissatisfied with the book, but . -, .

becaule they felt it could be improved. One specific 'improvemient “suggested was the - ;
inclusion of an index.. With an ‘index, those paréhts claimed they would use the Bidok ;

©* more often. , =, ¢ w7 R AT AL SR ST PUN S

| B . . 3 . . : . v/ o PN . . ,

- The parents*assessments ‘of the Program Books, summarized in. Tabje:22, reveal that . S
parental .approval of these wds virtually as high as that for the .Resource Book. Q@nly - )¢

., four parents felt that the content of Program "Books _could be. improved ‘though several. .

"' others did sugdest changes ip both the presentation of the books’and the frequency; of - :
their’ despatch. The type gf changes suggested by parents are shown ‘in Table 22; .°" - | :
“Twelve families expressed their satisfaction with the present arrarigenients. and advocated = - . -

-'»no changes in either the esentation or :cntent “of,the Program Books. Of the.18 T -
families who desired changes, ning requested that fhb_ Program Books.-be in a smaller g
format to ehable chilﬁr\en to handle them easily. Seventeen of the tparents’ regularly
- completed the bogk from one segment well before the arrival of the pext segment, and .
“they" expressed a greference, for. the: books to.come more fréquently. - S ; e

N

B 3
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0. ~ s . . .o
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(Thq clear-view of the p\arents about the 'Program Books was one of -satisfaction with -
their content but with -apreférence for ‘more frequent  despatch. .in the view of some, .
“Parents, a change to.'a smaller format maqre suitable for ‘the children was also-desirable:.

I

When asked mgre specifically. about the presentation of ithe books .12, suggested * - -

improvements to mlustiatiqns,«proposing the Use of real life- colour illustrations. - AR
- * These illustrations’ were' sought pdrticulatly fér those concepts which were outside the Lo R
' - exp@tience of ‘the. children.. One example, given by some parents, .was a lighthouse .- ) S
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Table 22: * Perceived Needs for Changes in, Content, Format, and Frequency of g -

Despatch of Program Books ‘ ' Y
| ' ) I , '
- ’ - f - - —; 1
o S Preferred Format and e , Need for ‘improved ' /Total
) Frequency of Despatch L Content
. ’ A ey
', ‘& - | no ; yes
g f- : —~+—
+}Smaller format/more frequent X 8 E 1 9
- ‘ ¥ k3 K
L. . . | 3 '
Tl ‘Same format/mdre frequent . i &:8.' § 0 Lo 8
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T ‘f . which is presented in the present materrals as a. sketch of a model whlch the famrly T
.could construct The ohly, other suggestrons proposed changes such ds the use of hard
co\gers or the mclusron of: the story booklets in the program book

-
-

Ihe Story Booklets. were another aspect of - the program whvch was generally well-
) received by both parents and "children. Twenty seven of the families commended the
.'.« booklets and said they wanted no ‘change Jo them. Several, in fagt, commented to i
the intervieers that*they had missed the “bookJets .in those SegmeQc which did not © .
contarn»them Parents reported that, some of the older pre-scliool thildren in the _-° -
. program had been attemptrng~ to learn some of th,e sumply words in these booklets

., " As Table 23 mdlCates five famllles WBre crltlcal of the booklets with fou ctually, \‘,
advocating their omission_from the pragram on the grounds ithat they were 0 sumple \

" and their. content’ alr&% well-known to therr‘chllgren With a\program caterlng for
chlldren rangrng in age

date, of enrolment, ‘from fout years: to almost six years it IS
not surprising that the content of sornte aspects idid “not suit aII phrldren

Parents offered, on xhelr own behalf somewhatlsrmllar crrtrmsms of )Contact the booklet ‘ .
. . Prepared for them Of. the¢33 parents who responded, 13 reported that they made no
t{ae of it. The reactions o(t Il the pagents, summarized*in Table 24, revealed that only .
parents were satigfied with it. The seven parents who offered specific suggestrons for
" it improvemerit suggested thé yse of illustrations,. the inclusion .of ideas for equrpment
‘ and a general increase in the depth of treatment. Eleven other parents declared their - .
. . belief that the booklet underestrma ed them wrth four of them actually urgmg |ts ‘: "
ST drscontlnuatlon T . - o

N . b
g i‘.’x, P

ln the mterwew the parents were mvneé to comment on aspects of the program wrth
. wrth which they had experlenced difficllty and specifically .to identify the source of the
v dtffrculty Twenty-three families lndrcated that they had had difficulty with the
' presentation of at fease ‘one topic. “in erght of these cases, the parent Judged the topic
¢, 1Yo be oo drfflcult to explarn whereas, in’ the remamder ‘the parents accepted the
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* Table 23: Perceived Need for Improvements to Story Booklets
, ’ s o i Number of | [ . . .
e Change -Proposed - Parent;: Per?ént .
; . - . N v , N \
: No change ' 27 81.8
. N;; chahnge~ to conteﬁ‘t, just 1 30
, "} combine into single book . : )
' . Change desired but not specified 1 . -3.0 ~
' Delete becduse th;'y are too simple 4 ‘12.2
Total P - 3. 100.0
. },"" «,,: ’&i(‘; ‘1, Ny i
A\‘} o s VB v
, " Table 24: Pajeri‘fﬁiﬂ“g ct N
B} . .. . oA ;. K
- S Number of | 5 .
Parents Reac,tfons s Parents Percent
- . + 1 Good - hints, helpful ) 13" 384
. PN . . ’ ,7 e
K +}7 Unsure- of its pumpose . 2 6.1 -
P . o ' N L s
¥ 1 Specific improvements needed . 7 212
.o Y ~ Too simple and uninteresting . - -7 21.24-
AU Suggested it be discontinued a, |7 121
A . ] . - ¢
Y | Tow M o "33 1000 | 8
difficulty as: inevitablé (in one case pergei\lijlg it to be the chiid'spréblem) or commented
that the topic could have been' less difficult if better teaching suggestions-had been '
.. ,available. . ’ 2 o o :
Ten of the parents reported particular’ difficulty with ‘the concept of the ‘extended
family’. Five of ‘them expressed the view, that the concept was, inappropriate for. their
v children. Of the other five, four simply listed it as a difficult concept to-teach while
the fifth explicitly expressed the view that her prqbl,ems_gguld have been, reduced. by a -,
% more helpful treatment of the topic in the Program Book. : SR
' - ' :, _ . epe NN !, . G . ' . ‘ .\‘; )
.,"" Seven farfies reported- difficulties in” dealing with environments-or situations. their.
children had\never experienced. . The general view of these parents was that; with the .
usé of photographs-of real-life situations, the concepts could have been communicated .
* adequately. N Co S TR N
. . LA . PR o ' , ~ v b . . ‘ . T .
In the general discussion with parents of topics they found difficult orjudged to be:
inappropriate, séveral parents raised examples of activities suggested by" the, program
*‘ which they judged to be dangerous. In one case, an illustration of a child on a nature - l’\
. R T o200 0 RN
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' .o waik showéd a g;hild close to water alone and. appareritly unsqpe_rviseq;. Ano},her
o illustration, which caused concern to one parent, showed a“child playmg,‘:agam . _
". 7. appareptly on a high plank fixed to a tree. A further example raised by one ~

"7 parent involved, ot thé apparent encouragement of unsupervised play or ’discpvery in :
~ areas deemed dangerous, but an activity judged to be dangerous in. any -circumstances.
: This was the suggestion-that children put their heads out the window of a moving car
- to feel the wind, Other suggested activities such as jumping down the front steps - .
- ' . also® drew comment.* The general view of the parents was that, since ‘they,cannot be
with. their children all the time; some activities. which may be suitable in supervised.
‘pre-school ‘playgrounds can be potentially dangerous for the. children in the correspondence
program’ if they are.suggested explicitly to the chiléiren throagh illustrations in .the

"« program’ materials., Teachers could well solicit direct comment from- parents.on issues” such:

P s ~

as this as a basis. for modifications  to the program.

N -

. . ¢ ’ A . ) : P L T
.. . When asked whéther there were. any other topics which they ?/yould have. liked in-the - =~
. ' program, 25 parents:-commented that there was already anablindance of -topics and. .

o activities from which to choose. . The. suggestions of those who proposed additional-, .- -
topics included health and sex education, gqod. manners,. differences among. .animal specigs,,
and engines. The examples of mechanical engines and animal studies arose directly -from,

- the interests of particular children in the program. Although +topics such as these could
have beén dealt With by the parents on their own initiative, the parents felt the need -
for some guidance on -initial presentation, S ' : i
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_ The nature of the parents’ reactions to these various aspects of the program emphasises . -
.thé need" for adequate communication from parents to téacherg_about “the program and -

L the ‘child’s reaction to it. The routine procedure by which .parents. were reguired. to.

report to teachers’was the completion of a Teacher Informatiog” Sheet; at the- end . of )
every segment. To some extent, the teachers-werg able to. obtain. information- about the

- child from material the child sent in. but the main source of information was®the

“ parenits and that mostly, through the information. sheets. These consisted of a. series of

. . Questions about the child’s- reaction to the discussion topics and agtivities,shggeéted in. . -

rs

P

o the ségment. ~ -+ - E i o PR e 1
© . ot " ; © e e .o o : L e
. . The fact that completion ‘afid return of these questionnaires was a_ requirement, of - - ™
. parents was' made clear in instances in which -further program..materials, were withheld - -
A until delayed questionnaires had been received by the teachers. ‘When.asked:whether ~—~ . :

~ they saw completion of the questionnaires as an obligation only _six said.‘no’ ‘ard, of

e, these, three explicitly indicated that they did complete them because they believed them - ‘

to be_important. The methods parents used to coffiplete the- questionnaires are” « -, s
R gummarized in Table-25.. ~* - - .- " Tt R T P

. . T ey e

‘ Clearly the majority of the parents answered the questionpaires when _they.'had "~~~ -

: .. -~ ', completed all the work for a segment. Several others; however, reported--that.they.

T had” initially done_this ‘but’ found it difficult to remember details for the-early parts of

the segment. They had since changed -their method to:the complétion”of “ the relevant. -

S0 section of the information sheet .after working .thvough each topic in-.the: program. - :."

segment,” Only six families did coniplete the questionnaire in ‘this way: Most reported
filling it in ‘just before it had“t0 ‘be sent back’.” One_parent .actually worked: through

the questionnaire with the”child, using the questionnaire-as a -guide to “the ‘more~ .. -

important. features -of the segmept: . ¢ . L R

I
v

ST T T

*'the teacher’ through the ififormation sheets. «Their responses to an unstructured.
;s question on this isste have been categorized in “Table 26 The largest. group, 15, -
L _believed that their- responses wduld help the ‘teacheis’ but. two felt. that. there were
‘ : L \!,,."r.‘ D . - I RS ;e K

B . ’

‘Parents were_asked ab*ou.tfit;héir views of the value of the. information they. provided. to.
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‘instances in which their ‘answers to the questions asked f~ould_actua!ly “have- misled the
teachers. The other three who felt .it was a -useful exercise believed. it te be, so not -

~""because of its value for the teacher but because of its value for the parent -either by

* of the questionnaires, four because it was unclear to them. what was wanted, two .
- . because they found. it difficult to remember the detail when they came to ‘complete . the-
" quéstionnaixg;. one ‘becadise the questions seemed irrelevant and_ the. remaining three for:-no
deélared‘reason‘tﬁdugh they did, like many others, complain -about, the time- required- for .
..~ the task. - A : ~' T
R FCA 1

»

i Table,‘25': AvParenm"M_eﬁi,ods; of 'Comﬁ!etion of Teépb"er quqnna:tioni\?heét;

P N i e 5. b A& - ; . R -~

o, P L, | Number, of | Y B
L . Method , of C’om‘plethnh ) %1 Paients: ?e;ggpt‘ | R
A - s s Ay . . .- - hd - b S ‘s

" as worked :drrodél{ R . e

30 | o
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'AlthO,,ugh 18 parents saw..valugs in the ‘Teacher lnfoi(ha\tibanhééts,"a's shown .j'n;: o o
‘Table 26, only 12 believed “that-all :the questions asked . were .riecessary, as shown-in. -
.. because they ‘pereeived redundancy between ‘questionnaires_ or because' they- simply ’ o
2 believed ‘thp questionnaires to be ’tgp.,iong.‘ L LT b

S .‘Only: 15 of‘thgparentsAbeliéved they had any e\;idéncé that. the "t,e;ai:hers;_had used the-
© . information provided throughi. the questionnaires’ and, even among. this’ group,” more than -
- half "believed that unpecessary questions ‘wefe asked. 'Of -course, it can’ be drgued that” s -

;- 'Parents and that the wisdom of asking "certain questions should not :be-gauged from " -

¢ influenced by their judgements:” Certainly some. parents reported a relatively perfunctory.- "

. .approach ‘to answering the questions. If the teachers want the ‘questionsto- be ani swered

Ll -carefully- and accurately -they"need " to give serious attention, to the.reduction of the. ~,

" -number of glestions «asked, to a clarification of’the.-usefulness of the ‘questions and,: T
, answers and to.a demonstration .of the uses to_which the responses are-put. S e

.+ An’analysis of the type -ahd substance of the actual communications, between .teachers: - -

27" and-parents- during the first 33 weeks: of the 1975 school year is reported’ in McGaw,.

™. . ‘Ashby and Perry {1975). ‘This ‘analysis- highlighted -the -extent to which ‘parehts provide

;. information which was - both “unSolicitéd and unused. by the teachers: :Thus, :even though’

=~ the amount ‘of gorrespondence. between..parents and teachers. was: far from; substantial -

>t much of what-there was served no usefu

-« ...~ revealing emphases. to them or facilitating review. Ten™Gf the-parents-doubted 'the‘“va[ue -

R - G L. LT T T A o, ) ‘.fA'-:
. .l at.end. of topi : - .o A R IR A T 5 o
* . . - " . ® Ky N - L™
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e Tabfe 27, - 'The. remaining 21 felt that at least . some questions were-unnecessary, either . .

;- - teachers..can require inforntation” for purpbses-and use ‘it .in. ways not obvious: to- oo

" the’judgements .of the respoidents but the effort and: cdre..of - the -respondgnts- will be - , e

‘ ‘ _purpose:- The Teachers: Information, Sheets,
must.-ngt only, be made to work, ithe;.parents miust see them, workl ., =~ - e v Y o
Moo - . ekt e e F o A ’ oo L T e
. T S © . . €) sl e e e, S ‘
:.; o »-‘ - "..r y . f‘ s g . 29‘ e 0;.\ : AR P T, ot 3
o B T - Lo o e . o
s D e, e ! \ N U -, . ’ M B L. N s N o,




R

*

v
-

S

.

" Table 26: -Parents’ Views of Value-of Teacﬁér Infonnatibn*".S:heets-,‘*

IS

N " 'Reaction to Completing ~~ . Number of |. Percent
Teacher fhforiation Sheets . Parents * | - "~
ﬁesponses shc;uld he;lp teacher ; ‘ - 15 45.;%,
‘Responses may misleac; “teacher” ~ i ’ 2"’ 6.1 °
. Respon‘din'g helps pase'nt feview d ) 1. 1. 30
7 “Questlons;reveal emphaser« o . . s : 2 ._.":‘ 6.3
N Unsure = qot. clear what is Wanted i 4 b2, _.
’ i Unsure_-e'dnfﬁcuit to;rememjber detag" L 2. ! 6.1 .
U_r_lsure:':- firne ‘gc‘nsdr'ninQ ta;k B ‘ 3 S 9T
;J UnSu}'e - quest;ions seern' irrelevant . 1° 30 <
; " None cnmplef;ed" ' i 3. 94
1. Total. o 3.7 1000
P Dol e T
L e - -

Table 27 Parents Views of Necessuty for Quest?ons in Teacher lnfornfatlon Sheets
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by Ev:dence of Teacher Use' of Responses :
, . . N <, Lo : A
o L . Evidence of Teacher Use of- I'nformation.
Vajue of Questions in_ . S
, Teache? Information Sheets: None ‘No Evidence Ewdence
3 i . . Completed , of Use - ’of Use .
"all necessarV ) i g . : . o R 6. *'6
some’ unnecessary — 165 ,repetltlve 0, e ~3 0
some’ unnecessary - unspecnfued i 1 .6 9
some unnecessary - tdo ‘extenslve 2 " . ’ 0
v “ . o " ? I . -
: Totg! e,; | , -3 6. . ‘15
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.In" 2 correspondenée program there are obvious limitations on the methods availabfe® to, - . -
T teachers to_bujid up .3 peaningful relationship with the chifdren, They are_unable {o .
©...._ Fobserve ,th&,_t;hi,lazen‘igfp!z;y,‘..o'r %o, share-ekperiences. with.them." The. teachers can- --. - .
.. & correspond with children ,throygh Igtter and cassette tape, but. must depend. on the « | -
- ©" " parents to.read the fetters to. the children’ "Tapes ware-chesen “as’ the: ‘main: vehicle for.
T communication fromi teachers to childien” and this is reflected in the.data on,frequency .- .

v ., and rode of communication reported by. McGaw,-Ashby and.Pérry. {1975). . .- :

+  In.addftion to personal fapes, most. teachers sent a”"personal photograph to the.children ..
.7+ ° for whom they were responsible. and .a number dlso torwarded - materials such as sea -~ % -
-, . . ‘shells and. ndilk bottle tops which were unavailable to some of the childiens The® . | o

«°  children responded by réfurning taped .messages, providing a photograph -of themselves -+ -,
. and ferwarding 3'rt .vy'o_rk_ such as’ paintings and pastings. . - . T TR e s

€ _—
e T A ) : h

e

iyt
t

: Parents repiorted that 26 of the &Rildren had forwarded art -work to. their teachers. The. .. .~
o ~ response rate afd the nature of the responses, as reported by the parents a_l;e‘;;shQWn in <. . 3
" . 7 - Table 28! Only nine of the children received replies from -the teachers within three ...~ -, - =7
" weeks and, grobably more -importantly, only five_ of them received ‘replies 'which - . . .-
C» tontained more than a routire commient of pfaisé, Three of those who'had-teceived ~ . .-
: . ~no reply,had’ been waiting for, more-+than -six weeks, = o T TR Y Tl

Lo

:' > - LS PR S "';. ‘ D - ‘ J‘: i“"t:_ RO !‘- z_«;d ;_"" .. -
.+ ..Table 28: . Nature and . Rate of Teachers’ Responses to.:Children’s ‘Art.Sampies,- . : '
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-+ The response rate over the full geriod of the first 33, weeks, shown.in. McGaw, Ashby = ..+ -,
i ; and Perry (1975), continued this -patterri of. excessively delayed replies, - {t is ,noteclear - et
.~ why the teachets’ were 'so .unfesponsive but it clearly affected the children. Almost one - .. _

: " third of them, according to their parents, were'.unable to remember; the work ‘to.whichx. ' -
the teacher refefred when the teacher's reply was receiyed,” When- 27 of the -childrén | SO

. . v themselves were interviewed and asked about what they did for their teacher two : - = “ohi
= -~ declared that. they did. pre-school work, eleven referred to, activities. undertaken,. tep - RS
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‘ others expanded on thrs explanatlon by addrng that they forwarded compl‘eted materials

<L % to the, correspondence., tezcher, and four provided no relevant response. When asked,
i specrftcally about what, _/ﬁappened when they did things for the teacher, six reported that
e e .,,,,_they were_praised. ‘and. thanked . by the teacher, two.said the teacher sent _more material, ]

_« .. ‘one that his mother.,dfsapproved of the work he had’ done; and five rather despondently
reported that the teagher had not W' itten~or said anythlng about it. The rema[mng e

thrrteen .children “ptovided no.relevant: response P R SR "
“ Desplte the evrdeﬁ‘ge of delayedq and in some cases absent replles from teachérs to ,‘ - oo
. ©<" . children, parents %of_ 28 of the 34 reported that their_children _ attributed .the pre-school .
.. program. to thefteacher OF course, even in the absence of- personal communications _ .the I

.children did reteive @ new 'segment of the program regularly and_probably attribtited thls_ "
o their teac@rs even though the teachers’ aetual.role was to supplement this common >3 "

.7 Tand routing_ provision. ~ Two: parents_claimed that heir children ‘would have been. unaware
-~ of a program as sich and two other ‘parents thought their._children "believed: them "
P esgmsrble’ For the other two chrldren the parents of one, reported: ‘that he belteved

the fHailiman was responsrble for. tHe program and.the othera governess. (Governesses ° ‘,
y _ are emp’l;gyed on some County properties: 10. supervise the corréspondence work ofi:

.., - pnmaryﬁscl)ool children; -Although staff in the -Pre-School Correspondence Pfogram . |
e prefetted the- parents. themselyes to take responsibility for the children’s programs ‘there

- .wWas. ,}:bwously one chsld whose pl’ogram was the responslblhty o'f a governess)

.
;M~l ~t~-‘

" ‘Th§128 chrldren who regarded tbe pre-school correspendence teacher as responsrble for
- gg’s program were ‘teported by thdir parents_to have made reference to the teacher m a e
er. of situations. . Efeven of .them talked .about the teacher.whlle receiving and. =%

zsing the materials while-six others did so more specifically in relation to their teagher s, '
‘fphotograph For six others, ‘the oppor:tumty to refef. to ‘their’ teacher in the company. of
. L:i.Adults or older children prcvrded a. sensé of importance.. Of the remaining five chlldren,
S _two made reference to their teacher,s' on' rmportant‘ occasionis, two. at. any tlme and one o

,;ﬁ* : when belng chastlsed by parents.. R -8, E A

— e -

o \', - A‘ L, R

> ',:':2‘ ) Although parents reported fthat 28 of the cl:uldren made reference to therr teachers when _‘_f:.
f __the- childeen themselves were mtervrewed in thelr own home only 19. of them. could give
S therr teacher’s name. * A child was asked this questlon only’safter the interviewer hads™ |
e been with, the famlly fong enough to have establlshed some rappart with him. in. seven >
2 " cases the Chlld was either still ‘tod shy 10 .answer .ot unable 1o understand the questton. o
B Fhe regponses of the: 27 -who' answered are> summarized. inTable 29 which shows. thdty .. "~ . °
Ve e apart - rom the 19- '.who correctly. named thelr teachers, two nameq Iocal school teachér‘s hO
e -, and, six. 'were unable " to. recall thelr teachers -naime Or-were-Unaware, ‘of havrng, one.s *sr .. - =
S Some parents commenred that they did- not eémphasize | thes fact that ‘there was a- teacher
and in fact,. several could not themse'lvesu’emember the relevant teachers name U

"_/J'

L . Brlsbane was “known to_be the ‘home “of the teacher by only 13, of the children but

. - even these children often dld not understand how far away this was. and,s,ome wondered -
< why their teacher did not come to visit them. Nine of the children: thought the_ .. .. ". =
teacher fived in the local town wrth the ‘teachers of their older, srbhngs..on fnends dwo. -
. weré actually confused by the. presence :of the vrsrtoraand could not be convunced ;hat' N
she was - not actually the teacher ] . PRI | LT
’ The ‘evidence that -some- chlldren had dlff:culty in recognrzlng the ex;stence of’ a Y
correspondence tessher and’that others had difficulty in understandlng much about, what G

the. teacher did or where she Tived serves to. highlight the problems for correSpondénce

teachers trymg to- estabhsh a, relatlonsh1p wnh the: chlld , I .
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L S ; Table 29: Persons Named by~Childrép as Teacher ) ST .
L . Lo, g P .= - .
= . Answer . T 1 Number " | - Percent |, S
pr - e b - - - A A . ~ . PR X
PO i ] NEMCE A - ;" A B = ] - . e
Correct name of pre-school teacher w9 704, By
‘ ' . ; o ' ‘:.J‘, R ’ :, L - -
Name of a‘local teacher » 2 L e74
o 'J\janfg not known 6 ] : _ - 2’2{_2
v ATotal i - _ 5 27 w000 e
. : . RN
BT oL - R AR SR .
fhg:,‘Child in the Program . - ¢ RS S
ST e T T el T L T
*  The children, as consumers of the Pre-School Cortespondénte Progfam, provide ‘the best e oy

- . . . I3 . T : 3 M s 2 - .
. so'?e of information ;about the popularity. of “the- program. )\Accoqdlng‘ly parents were.
Tt Lesd fo-assess the children’s reactions to gdch..aspect. of-"the: programzand to rank the c
.. live-main aspects of the program” from .the most liked 6~ least. liked. “The resultszare --- - - -
... shown: in Table 30. "The pre-recordéd ‘tapes were. _regarded by half, the children as the .o
- .= ~ most popular aspect of the'pfogram while ,Q'furﬂ)er third felt the general ‘éc’tivi‘;ie‘s, were » .
.- the most enjoyable. - The Story. booklets and ,actjvities related to dscussion topicsiwere -
* sated “the third and fourth most popufar aspects resp&ctively. whilé the least -popular: aspect

“. "~ of the program was. judged by 53 per gent of the children to. bgthe suggeste‘d,dﬁ‘fussion "
.- ftopics. . - Tl ot T oo v LT : =
T4 i'c Table 30:. Popuidrity of Aspects of Program -with Chitdren - -, .« "77. . = =
R o s g
J,Pi’ggj'ém:__ :~“', - . -"‘ .N'y’m‘ber -of Chilgﬂgn Assigning Rank*. 1, R
Tl s - listy oond | 3rd ; Ath | 5the o T o
-va . ¢ Story Booklets a7, 8 5.7 .| & -
T. N % .. T B NP B ot - P <
T -Suggested - Discussion Topics 0 -0 4' I M | 16 - 31
) 4 > R - . = & o - ‘
. . N [ . - . . . . ~ . . Sl . \:
_ - |“Activities related. to- Discussions| 1 * |- 5 . .6, 1 "13 4 29 .| e
' |'General Activities - v . |} iO 11 6 | I I TR B
K , : ; S T
| Pre-recorded” Tapes - w8 s 3 2 . g .
2T Tt 0 0 e dee | 37| 29 | .33 a0 S
LTS I .- . ’ Y ¢ . . .-t
" * "*ipstances of equal ratings_for two or more aspects” have héen excluded and this - L
' + 5 accounts for thé "unequal fotals boe o ' o
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#hf’pbpu[arity of the pre-recorded tapes was confirmed by the way~children reacted to’
. them. . Of the 34 children, 74 per cent did more than just listen to the tapes. These,
25| children joined in the movements suggested and replied to the questions on tape, as
shown in Table 31, and 22 ‘of them also sang the sbngs and said the rhymes they were
E 'férTﬁliar with. 7 . *. . - - I
. Pt .
: % e - * Tdble 31> Children’s Reactions to Pre-recorded & ’ .
Lo ‘ Tapes oL S

4

: i

Reaction * j-Yes |- No<

o  Passive listening el s}

L - . | Singing ... TR 112 e IEERPY- SE
o, , Moving .~ ‘| .28 -} 9~ s gL e A
T . . " | Saying Rhymes - " 22 12 1 \. - .. .

A : - . i " , P

* Answering .Questions | ° 25 9 . "‘. -

\A‘Ithough most children accepted the administrative requirement that the tapes be
] . ..returned, eight children did want to keep thém. Parents, in fact, mengioned” séveral o
< istances of chiidren requesting a favourite song or story on a tape “which had already ™ ~
Been returned. Some parents had .obviously overéome this probiem by taping a ’copx'/‘

- -before returning ‘the original. _ . . . . . ) -

< <

- > The. method of use suggested: for. the pre-recorded tapes was -for children to listen to
. > ."10 or 15 minute sections of the tape at each. listening session. From the parent

_ interviews, however, it was clear -that 13 children listened to the whole tape at each

. * session while a further 11 played at least a whole side at a time. There were three ,

children who did not like the tapes and who would not listen for more than"five minutes. |

. The .majority of children, however, piayed each tape more than five times, much to the °

g despair of some of the parefts. Althoug%' there was a tendency for the later tapes to be

. played less often by children, the third tape had still béen played moré than five times:

by half the children at the time ‘of the interview. " R } ‘

» ~ .

- in parents’ eyes, the second most popular aspect of the program for t.hé_‘chiidren was

the general-activities. Several of these general activities suggested in the program, such as

outdoor play, make believe, drawing, waterplay, sandplay and play with blocks were

undertaken every one or two days by more than’ 50 per cent of the children. The. -~
_ frequency of involvement with .each of the general activities is-shown in Table 32. .

These most popular activities were. those of a_general nature, probably well known to

. children . redardless of their involvement in the Pre-School Correspondence Program. Those
activities played least frequently, such as puppet play, finger painting, dough play and .
threadirtg, hewever, were more specifically associated with activities suggested” by the -~
_program.! A further consideration with these activities is that they all required the parent
to’ be actively /involved in the preparatipn of relevant materials. Children were only R
likely to have| engaged in these activities as ‘freqUeptl_y' as their pargnts participated by

- _preparing: the ‘materials. - ' . 5 _ _ . R
"« _ i . The third most popular .qspeqt' of the program, according to the parents’ reports of the -
.- children’s judgements, wefe the Story Booklets. “Children s familiarity, with. the content of
. ) these ‘booklgts and their ease in ‘understanding those with new material -are shown in -, A
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Table 33.° The degree of dtffxculty of* the matenal for ‘the children was- fCL.nd to be.
unreT ‘y:q to the ch||dren s*aage wnthln the age range in the sample:’

H,, ))))) .. Table 32’ Frequency of I:hlldren\s Jnvolvement in. General Actwmes -2t
" - L “ ; .}‘,‘_ . -V‘;:;._,'.) . f . ‘ q.c;
o S B i‘". Fre uenc :
- 1+ Activity | 17 . * ueney - . . :
R ?Da,ily Twnce/Wk Weekly Less_ojl'hari*\filkl?_'
. % YPainting ) Hfl % b 13 st ] 3“ '
" . " | Finger’ pamtmg, 2 T R I 2" B R~ Rt
Play with Dough 47 3. . ~_- 5 - 14- .
‘Water play "-._ | |- 16. 77 - 5 P yal . - 27'v
-, ~1Sand play - ;| 16 Ehs B IS - R AR B 4
. } Play with blocks B2 P S O 6 - = 3
Colfage™ s, [ SRRCT: N SRS - B SRS VA 4
“oo 7 i Drawing US4 10 0 3 fF 6, 2T
© < Jd Pasting, ETY OT. 8 b2 - AR T
A L Carpentry = i {1 {TV10< 0 TF e o d a3
R v f Threading, -~ - '} -2 1 3 N \G7 ~L 714 - 8
;oW - |Puppets -~ ... Jr0t - 4. .\\Z’V\ ©8 12
e ake believe. 2175 4 "3 . 3 - s -
Sl | Oetdogrplay T b33 T oot 0T D
Table 33; Dltf'culty of Coni:ent of Story Booklets st
- . - ._; _ . i - 1 ,l. ~:' "‘ L~ _ - i ]
] N I B e I’ S _
- Story Booklet RS leflculty of Conzent' 1 Booklet
:.:’_ € - ] - . i ‘. N 5 "~ - "; ‘.'» K ) kNo‘t e
g : . =¥ | Aifdady | Easy, |-Part E.aSy/ anflcult ,-rUsea' N
e . . Known * [ Part Difficult 3 SRS N N
_ Me . . % a1 1m0 R
B . .- K boees . . N
.+ .| Nemes. 13 17 | 3 - .o 1
' See How 1 Move S I N 7 T3 1 A
Now | Am. : 7 18 [,.*8 S0 1
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e Co There were somé clear differenees among the booklets. The content of the frrst -

S oklet,-Me was known by 61 per cent of the chrldren prior to its preSentatlon and -
. * tHat for the second; Names, by 38 per cent of them. None of ‘the .other hooklets was .
T .. = judged to have been redundant .in _this way for Jmore _than elght -children, Thts~pattern l; ‘-
+ .accords with the pargnts’ views of the Story Bookfets shown in Tab1e¢23 Most' L
parents were happy with“the boaklets as they were, and the fact that the first two L
covered httle that WBS new fo_r the chlldren was probably a strength not‘a weakness T

. (‘)ver 60 per oent of’ the chrldren were able o understand readlly the contsent {of all the i
booklets 2 Those which were. rEporth o cause the n'lost difficulty were My Famrly and
. The “House Where } Live. Parents' reports of drffleulty with 'the. concept of an extended
family -have already been referfed to and this reported dlfﬂculty for 11 children w?th
tne related story suggests‘a need “for. re-exammatlon of “the, tGplC.

. ‘. > -

e .

RN -

Apart trom the frrst two booklets in whlch a.consrde(able,number of chrldren found no
. “new material, the degree of, novelty and level of difficulfy did.not change systema,trcally
P . mtough -the succession of subsequent booklets. The level of children’s-interess, however R
did. drag systematxcally as shown in Table 34.. ‘interest in the booklets seemed ig vgane T
_ later. in, the series .with the-lait three booklets ptior to. the. mterv;eWs beujg of least .
L. mterest to the chrldren.. Several_ parents_ gompiented on the 'format and, style of the _ o
- bookletst No- colour was used ‘except idr the covers but serne parents felt‘that the. uSe “ .
2 .- offl Imultt -colour drawmgs 'would have -magde the booklets more. appeallng to the. pre-school' s g -
R TR rdren. . Lo ) T L S +
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 In regard to other resoiirces. available’ to the
* Jibrary baoks provided was favourable. The
> ‘shown in.. Table 35, suggest "that most books received ere of interest to:the children.
_Twenty-eight” of the children, found, most bf ‘the. books they received,interesting and" the

-~ pdrents who' made %opge. criticism of .the seleetion”.of o _
-2 @ few bodks were_intefesting for.thgir child: Qne:._yook which. caused some-concern
~ " . presented snakes as friendly animals gapable of talking.and, playing.. Parents who lived in. -

_ areas wher¢ there were dangerous snakes were Upset by this’ book since. they preferred: to '
».  emphasigé the:dangérs: of snakes.with their children. - ;. - - ® L .- ;
L . L e - W i Y IR . RS
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" The fwo. aspects of tke program judged to be ‘least popular with the children were .the

stiggested: discussion topics and activities specifically related to them. These, of Course,

__._were the componefits most demanding on parents since’ there’ was no materials available -
... which uniquely and completely dealt with_the issues. The children. enjoyed most.what.... .

.

the parents could, in.fact, organize most readily. This "does not mean, of course} that

the discussions- were eitlier. actively disliked or ineffective. It means opl{l that,'”jp,
comparative terms, other aspects of the program were more popular with the children, .

The 'strategies parents used in. the actyal program presgntation and, in particular, in the

conduet, of discussions wiil be_the subject of a-subsequent evaluation report in this_
series.  Padrents

, s/ jtjgﬁements about the pgogram. contept, particularly that contained in ‘the -~ - e
.\Resource‘(iggq‘k”avnd the Prograrm Bogks, were collected during the interviews only.to_the
-,exter\“(g‘shdwmin Tables 21 and-22." = .. . - L BT
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« five others who had received books“enjoyed at.least somé of' them, - There were si%.
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e 5.+ Table 35; tevelqu Children’s Interests in--Library Books . %% .+. .. - .
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he Jpopularity .of the lib

“thildren, In the Tase: of ‘one child, the parent judged ithat the ifibrary.service was, the

~only partyof the program ’necessary -ant: she ‘seughd, to“use it alone. In' this- case, ~the .

*'Pre<School Correspondence $taff withheld the books betause of the non-participation .in
;other areas.of the program. . ‘ N NP o) .
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and 'materials, ‘Was. the - Equipment Kit. One family did_not feceive’ the equipment Kit..

e,
a
e

-,
ety

s .‘“:‘;,Vx':_!pﬁrqgg.‘ for items such as the magnets, maghifying glass and. clay ta be used only with .
" “the pragram. . Ta “fact, the clay. was not used very o\f;ene\t}'ecausés«'pfxphrents’ lack of

!%j\\g\\;khbf edge*ahout .its preparatiori and .gse. _Fourteen ‘famiﬂgsfﬁ,ad never used the. clay:ahd '

-due ,to' an agimi’nisgrétive error but the pattern of use’of ‘the items in the; kit by’ the

Qther 33" children is-shown in Table 36. Children made good use of.most: materials-,

Zeommented ‘on -the“need—fornstractions 1o~ a'eh'bmpany,\;t@eq@ment kit:
e T e o YR e e TS C bl
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fanilies, the genéral reaction. to_the’~ . .

- e st . R .. .. B ._~
., Finds Some BeoKs interesting”« | "5 | :14.7"
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* *. |'Has not had any Books, . - -} 1 . 29
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“The of the iibrary facility was emphasizéd by the fapt that! 17 of the, 28 o *
' ’parents who'praised the libsdry "actually Teqliested that more books be sent for their

]

parents’ regorts of their children’s ragefians,..

ooks, Five of the pafents. felt "bnlyi‘ .

.
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‘The major resource provided for parents and children apart frorz1 the program suggestions

1
H

.

. “ ingluded ‘in this Kitx..Some of the items, such..as paper, scissors, paste and- crayons vig?e&uf;.a: i
¥ " used~by_over 80 per cént of the children at any “time they desired.. It was moré> -.
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: ¥ Table 36: Frequency of. Children's Use of Items in Equipment Kit
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NN “Thé need for. sufficiert instructions .to accompany- the equipment kit is- highlighited by o
S ,the. fact that 23 -parents had difficulty with clay, paint, dough or the salt’ ceramic in_ ",

. . ‘the “equipment kif, " All these materials “required preparation by parents and the parents =

<. " specifically. indicated the need- for better instructions on _their use” -~ . L Lo

-+, . ~_Seme activitie$ suggested in the progfarnt required for their presentation materials not, .

» +_ ", provided.in, the kit. Items; such-as’ table tennis -balls and egg cartons, which might be. * -

. - readily avaifable in city homes, could rot always be found in some of the isolated~ ™~ 1

"+ _homes: Despite thisylack of some_relatively trivial itéms, the overall opinion of the.kit

o “was very favourable. Some parénts. actually. remarked.on their surprise at its grrival. '
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. . -. CHILDREN'S SOCIAL’
. * All of the children eﬁrolléd in* the Pre-School Cérrespoﬁdenéé'Progran; were sufficiently - |
: |

!

B .,

RN

~ jsolated geographically for, them to receive their primary, education, either by correspondence
or at.a one-teacher schiool, " -Qespite this geographical isoldtion’ few of them appeared
& *  to lack regular social contact with other children. “Geographical isolation obviously.-
o " . cannot be equated with social i$olation. Ten of the children in the sample-gcthally
: \ attended pre-school centres and-thus received regular group. pre-school experiences as well
, *T-=g§ the Pre-School Correspondence Program, All of these children lived in areas—in-which-—--
..« it was nat feasible, at that stige,“to- have established State pre-school facilities and,
e .. . although™-there. fitay havé, been other groups with which’ they could affiliate, access to
SN k. ,S_tege pre-schoet}p ovisions,Was assured through, the Corréspondence ' program. . - -
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" T3ble;37. More than 61, per cent of
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The same number agreed ‘that the programs. differed but felt the pr

more throu

- _their involve_rgent in>the correspondence
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~ Four of"the. other children in’ the sampld; atténded:
Bxperience their parenis organized, regu
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The parents’of the tén childien who were attending pre-schoql
commerit on the relationship betwéen the. Pre-School Corresp
activities of the pré-school’ centre. ™
-different with more beihg offered“for childfen in the Pre-Schoal C

. ¥

programs: were véry -, . I oo
ndence Program. . "
centre, offered .
gh gréater opportunities fof play with ather children -and 1
range of equipment and materials,.. Parents, of thel other two children re
- of similarity, betwgen the twa, prograrn).{ with' €ven the’same stoties being told,

L .

orresp

\gﬁopé

; regular play group sessions .in
rogram... To grovide far.this play group
r megtings with other families. .” The: ffequency
etywith other children, their owp age is shown ‘in
_ , of them did so. at least weekly. Eight of thése: children
~ ‘actually’ saw others their own_ age dai
,their own.age at lesst manthly, but
. w+“vage atJeast once per month. The Sne

3
L)

.
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The sociaf'contac,ts organized by adu
program lived provided the

involved: the formal organization of play groups, for others. simply -participation in. a.general
Pre-School-Correspondencsé
"1975,.3s. the_ establishment of*l%\ajm‘

* .
\
. -y .

.~ mixing of the familigs.
Program, which was ‘initiated on &
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One of the projected developments of .thé P
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h ; ndence Program and the:
Four families:believed the tw e\%

use: of a. greater
ported. a great deal .

%’. -Five of the-children were unable to neet others.
Aly two of these did not-seq other children “of any

child whose-parenits réported that -he. névert saw”.
of the same ‘dge did see friends of other ages weekly.r * > .
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Its in_the isolated areas in which the. children jin the

basis for the children’s interactions: For.some. children this
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" . Table 37: ~Frequency 'of Childrén's \Co{mctwnth()ﬂ:er? of Owni*Age """ L.{ |
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- .Most: of the ateas viSited for' the interviews with the'fdfilies could be called ‘isolated” by - ;
C urbdn’dwellers bt the regidents made Special efforts to meet regularly with other* adults =
_*» ° +_and children. .Some .travelled 40 ki each week to collect. mail* from neighbours. Others .=
W teavelled 80 kmievery.'two weeks or so for film everlings or picnics where family members .* . °
v of alf‘agé‘«t:ould meet'with others.s ., . T i N\{ S :
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meetmgs of parents and children an ved in the program under the title of SPAN groups.
During the interviews.parents were 3;5 about such meetlngs to determlne the benefits
they, might expect from them and-.t

NG Among the 34 families, 22 saw| benefits for the children in the play and social interaction
Co with the other children and 21 saw.benefits for the pareats, 15 through the opportunlty
to share ideas specifically about the correspondence program, 2 through the opportunlty to
share more general ideas about &hlldyn development and 4 through opportunities to
. discuss specific children’s behaviour problems. The 12 families who did nat express a vnew
refralned because of their declared\inabjlity to attend any such meetmgs ‘

From these flgures it would appear that almost tw&thnrds of the families would be-
interested in meeting with other families enrolled in.the Pre-School Correspondence Program.
However, when they were asked explrcntly whether they ‘would join such a group, 23 of
- them offered reasons for not wanting to. Their reasons.are summarized in Table 38. Of
« . the 23 families who could not attend, 44 per cent were already meeting in groups. Others
were\ 'unable to attend because of prior commltments practical limitations or their
B dlsappkval of organlzed\Teetlngs ‘ C s \\ /
. o ) . 1 ’
d\ )

S Table‘38" Parents ‘Reasons for Not Joining with a>Projecte Group of Famrlm

> in Program - o

2 Ao, L R D - - /
158 P - . \ " K ; T '
N S ‘Reasons AN Number - Percent

Nt

th |solated\ R o ; o 1 h 4.4
< Already meet socrally . i 4 174
. x@' ady “drganised: discission and play group . 6 26.1
c To\o\.\ any oth\e\o\§|tments ) \ \,\\ \ 3 13.0
= 'Too\;s\o\ted ' NN 7 30.4 -
F No trai spor:& ‘ . - 2 . :\‘"\Q7

— : N\

Total \\ \ ot : . 23 <1000, ‘ .l
. \ .
) The eleven families who indicated a willingness to attend meetlngs of parents were asked -«
haw far_they. would be willing to travel for such meetings. Two families declared .a !
willingness to travel 101200 km, four families 41—10f) km, two families 21—40 km and
the other three less thah 21 km. The distances they proposed "however, would’ haveﬁeen

. related to their reasonable expectations of where meetings would be held. So the clear
message was that those parents wnllnng to be mvolved were prepared togtravel considerable
distances. ) ) . . .

? - e .

Only two of these 11 families wanted, the meetings held more frequently than once a

month, so there was no demand for a high level of actlvrty of this type. Although 23
. famllles declared that they could see benefits from meetings such as the~propo
groups, both for their children and ‘themselves, only 11 famllres would actually b wrllrng
. to join such a group and then only once a month or. Iess - ] \

et 40‘_
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. “group pgrent feadéfship will be developed. Clearly one fof the tasks for any parent leader _-
. s likely to accrue from invojvement

P

Y the projected’ de\\/_elopments of the SPAN groups it ls/e_nylsage/d that for each prospective

.. ° .. would Be to convince the parents that there were bengfit

" & beyondthqse to e dained from less formal social functions,” The parents” responses’ in the
“interviews did not sb .much reveal 3 lack of faith in the value of meetings of parents and

N L

!T judged 'therrge,wes too remote to benefit from any'arr‘angemen‘l‘. .
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© '+ RARENTS’ GENERAL ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM . - - gl
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‘o . Degre¢ of /In’d?'{dualizat‘ionf R : a o
s el LR ) p ) . I ‘ B ;
=+~ During the-ir) erview parents were asked whether, they believed the correspondence teachers -
&~ could efféfc_tivelv/develop an individual program for their children.. Of the 18 who were
"~ _ asked this; question,. 14 believed the'teachers could but the remaining four.felt that the, = ., ;
O responsibility for “individualized modifications to the program lay with the parents. Hawever,
o only four parents believed that they had seen any evidence of teachérs individualizing/t e
T _ program. At the time of interview, between seven and eight months.after the program: -
* "+ *" began, eight parents claiped to Nave received no reply from teachers and, so/wefe-unable to
judge whether -individualization was.occurring. : [ 2 ey :
- . TN : g - crL T s
Developments. in Children. -7
" *  From the parents’ point of view the distinetion between the program materials,"produced. -
by the development team, and ‘the unique v iations and -extensidns pro‘ﬁﬁggd by. the
members of thé teaching team would have been s‘&«ewhat,;;‘art,ificial. Although the :
distinction was, not drawn as such in the intetview, was ‘implicit in sqme of.the . )
questioning such as_that about individualization. \{Vheﬁ%}g parents were asked, in general,
“to assess the influence of the program on their childreni development, however, ng. such
(distinction “was: sought. The parents were asked whether the program, as a.whole, had - .
affected the children’s capacities to listen, to express themselves and to -concentrate. Their ~ ..
. judgements are summarized in Table 39." . ) N . . .
' ‘Table 39: Source of Children’s Developments ‘Observed by, Parents .
- . . . . ’ ;N . . N )
R - Source of Improvement Listening. | Se‘ﬁ .s«lf\@ceh'f'ration' - -
. \ . . o . % | Expréssionf:~ . .* : "
L.t INo effect evident 1“2 20, T ¥
2 * |Improvemenit due to maturation |- o 2. o2 o
i , |Improvement due’ to- program | 18 . | 120 | . .12
T |Total . RECEURR < " B IURE- ” B B ¥ 7S (R
Seim " L T . | RN ATURT S BN
o ‘ 'J : v L b T T g
3 ', The parents of 18 children-believed that their children’s listenirig ‘skills ‘had improved as a :
. .~ consequence of, the program. Sevef of the.parents'qi;eg”jncreaysed -attentiveness: during the
" . program a$ évidence, four increased attentiveriess. in other situations, ‘such as watching T.V., -
- and-one greater reflectiveness of the child aftgr l,i;tgnjyg to-something, - .- o0
. % , N RRRC e oy CT e e
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A . x childreg“but a delief that they had the benefits already except, of course, fdr those -who
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their children’s self gxérq;;’i}bq ;could berattributed £ -*

[ ".,‘/_’ ’ .‘-’ :'. |
o e <TW (e» arents .believed..improvements. in ould berattri
./ - tg/the/program,. .Five of these took, as evidence.of the improvement, increased vocabulary

e e

-, ~and”tive anl increased -capacity to provide. detailed’ descriptions. One parent referred to a
RV . - eral_improvement. in~gglf confidence as’ evidence and another tq an improvement in the
//j’ A ild’s- non-verbal- communication as a result of improved verbal communication. : -
b ¥+ Twelve parents. also believed improvements in their children’s capacity to concentrate g
i . - ¢ould be attributed t¢ the program. Two took as evidenice increased -reflectiveness ..
. -before commencing an, activity, three increased effort in program activities, two: greater .
.- . ease in completing - ram activities and five increased time devoted to non-physical S
activities;\f} - Y S O . - e
. PR ‘ N

General comiments. on"the effects of.the program were offered by‘éS families, 10 of -
them referring to a.reduction in. the children’s level of ‘boredom because of the - 2
o' -~ ayailability -of the program ‘activities. The others referred to particular developments in e

;- . _ theig-child¥fen.such as’improved. manipulative skills, improved general knowledge and ' =

4

o increased feeling: of self importance.” *- . . R S
» ‘..‘ ’. S e - - P T . oL - '.' ’ S _‘. .
“%+, " "' .Effect on ParentChild Relationship. - . oo T e
. - .-' » > . . . - < ‘ . - ’ ..‘g;.:%}:-)‘-:.i ~‘ :

The parents’ judgements of the effects of the program on the relationship bétween
. mother and child are summarized in Table 40. A -major effect of the. -program  for .
& 26 parents and their children was that they spent more time together “and, in only one
case where the work to be done became a source of friction between mother and child,
was the effect negatige. Nine parents commented explicitly,“on "the gains involved in the o
. moré intensive interactions with their children. In the case .of one child where the -
R responsibility for the program was taken. by a governess, the mother actually spent’ less
. .+ time_ with the ‘child than she otherwise would have, which iswnwf{ﬁ‘gfreaﬁﬁns the

correspondence staff* encouraged parents to take. the responsibility/ thernselvés— The .
¢ remaining seven parents believed, that their: relationships with their childfen wefé ngt = = "~
_ altered by their involvement with the program. ° T e S s

; : 2 . B .. ) ) - ' . 3
T Tuble 40:-TEtfect of Prograh on ParentChild Relstionship . . . i o
A T T O o BT TING
R (; -} None " | . ‘7 B . 7 - 20.6‘ \ 3 ‘,‘
2 A T {Léss time ;together’-}'child‘With“.governaséz A 1 e g,é f"“"f}“ | i‘i',»:
/o, | More time tégether — no further comment " [ - i | 4TI T
.. . |More time-together — with positive result - - boen T 2es A
R d J ' More time togqthé??%:3Mi5~hegatiVe-result .. ‘ v 1,1 \‘ ) ‘2.9’ :L 1 ”
[ . N ( _ ] Coa - L . ’] % R | ;/( .
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. s treatment is 'no easy task. There is aneed for more careful consideraficn of
of information required from_ parents to ensuré that the information rieeded A
.. obtained, and. that the infopmation obtained is U?E“/J?l,'yl‘uséd‘ ST
. B T 5 “ Lo “ ; N : ~a:‘a’ . - .)‘“;4\ ‘:,,': 4 ..
" . The-survey ‘of parent ac/tiori's_ to the program’ did f’ré\}g{é]';g /,yyam"afa;, va , 4
program materials prtf/LiZed; ‘Whether parents can provide-ar adeqliate Tssessrent s
* - educational’ program of this type is ot at issue hete. . Thesperspectives-of-professionals . .. -
. on theprogram are being gathered ‘and v_vy!',béﬁ‘r’eporgé subsequently, bdt it-is - SR
.y Amportant t0 note ‘that‘_‘the parents. ‘overwh?,!mihglwa/, rov qiztr\/rzasfnpﬁ/ria'ls provided: -,
N oy ) ‘C_‘-. < . N ..—-»‘_“f:" ter .’A‘{. ;,4';4 "':/; ',.. e :'T";"". :4' oy '\.‘ ) ."t' o ' .. '
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; . RS e Dargnte tr’ ¢ . : 3.7 o~ T e
o ,.,Oyetg_l‘iﬁﬂeagtl‘qn of..!?areqtsuto. !ispgram_\ e / T s
*In their general estimation. of the program, 84 per & M/pa_ 3 eW PR
“-positive opinion. For 40 ‘per cent of the parents thj approval was ungua fied, or - - =
; 16 per cent it was approval for a-good first attempt, for 21 per cent jt was spe 7
’ an approval of the program as a preparation for primary school, and - for 3 e/lw__’// .
7 per cent it wds, an approval specifically in responsé to a valued feature pf-the program i
B - such as the library resources.- - . . o Lo ~’ o :
- . . K o o . . ) . - ' ! \
Amohg the 16 per cent whose overall reaction to ‘the program was negative were those 5
" whose dissatisfaction lay in the inffequent arrival of program materials (6 per cent) and
' those' who had failed to receive from teachers replie§ to coprespondence from themselves
) or /the children';(jo per cent). . . v . N . E
SUMMARY A L e
The PreSchool Correspondence Program_is the. product of many people.. . The . .. - . : ]
organizational, arrangement of the various groups, responsible is discussed in Ashby, McGaw Ce
and Perry (1975{); - Essentially, the teaching :staff was divided into degelopmqntat,’m‘gdia, . T
library and resource and: illustrating teams, for the purpose of developing materials and,.
selecting resources, but all staff took respbnsibility for about 32 children enrolled”in-the -3
program, - P T T e T
. N ¢ [ : o b-u/‘_ 4

0 . . ' . ¥ I - A L T . T . - .
Each teacher, tHerefore, had a dual role, with- a teaching component and_a developmiént . .~ P
component. .In her developmental role ithe teacher may haveé been involved ‘in the . _— ..
production of some of tite resources discussed in. this repart, or the selection of.. . 7~ '
supplementary Jibrary> resources. In her teaching role, the teacher’s respansibility ‘was to
supplement_arfd vary the program ‘according fo the development and-needs of the - . = «-
iular child. The only source of information available to the_teachers on ‘which to
base these unique variations to the program was, of course, provided by the parents and
_ 1o some extent the children themselves in work g’hey sent_ in, /" o - S

-y

. - - ! P /% Lo e
The strongest evidence of parent dissatisfaction obtaifed-in the interviews came in’
relation to the teaching role ‘of the ‘correspondence Staff. Many parents were-urihappy, - .
on the one hand, with the infrequency of communication from the teachers and,.on- the. oa
other, with the amount of.information the. teachers: required from them. There. was a . _ '\-\«
- general view that much of this -information/ ‘the parents did provide 'was. not used, ‘a y}ew i ‘
reinforced by the fact that only four parents claimed to“have seen ariy—evidence of ~ . .
individualjzation. N A 3

A 3
(q | ‘- 3

- . e N A i R
Th‘e. teaching role was, in many respects, much more-difficult than the(cfeﬁamﬁment/.gl
Deriving, by correspondente, an” adequate data/ba§e/ from.jwhich ;to. [pvi,de;- individial" - -
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